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Abstract 
This is a case study analysis of the role of organisational culture on knowledge sharing in a Danish 
engineering organisation. The problem being addressed is that the extent to which knowledge is 
shared amongst employees of KPX Engineering varies across the organisation and despite managerial 
initiatives, knowledge is not being effectively shared amongst the employees. 
The study was founded on an understanding that there is a fundamental relationship between 
organisational culture and knowledge sharing and therefore, in order to understand knowledge sharing 
in an organisation, one must primarily understand the influence of elements of the organisational 
culture. Hence, the study was designed around the research question – How do elements of 
organisational culture influence knowledge sharing in a knowledge-intensive organisation? 
Approaching the research question from a communication studies perspective and therefore, an 
understanding that knowledge sharing is a communication process, the study followed a transactional 
model of communication, a pragmatic social constructionism epistemology and an abductive research 
methodology to explore the role of organisational culture on knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering. 
Through the analysis of data co-produced by means of three focus groups, four semi-structured 
interviews and observation methods, the study contributes to the existing knowledge on the topic by 
concluding that a collaborative norm and an established trust amongst employees have made 
knowledge sharing a common practice in KPX Engineering. However, a high regard for codified 
knowledge and an overreliance on IT infrastructure have established a practice of oversharing of 
information, which is having a negative effect on knowledge sharing in the organisation. Furthermore, 
the organisation’s reliance on a single knowledge sharing approach, in this case an artefact oriented 
approach, is also having a negative effect on knowledge sharing in the organisation. 
The study also concludes that KPX Engineering’s divisional organisational structure and global 
locations have resulted in a predominant group identity and a lack of communication between the 
divisions. This has created a norm of employees limiting their search for knowledge to their 
immediate contacts. As a result, although knowledge is shared amongst group members, group 
knowledge rarely becomes organisational knowledge.  
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Resumé 
Dette er et casestudie, som analyser den rolle, videndeling har i forskellige organisationskulturer – i 
dette tilfælde en dansk ingeniørorganisation. Problemet der belyses er måden hvorpå videndelingen 
imellem ansatte hos KPX Engineering ændrer sig alt efter hvor i organisationen man arbejder og på 
trods af ledelsesmæssige initiativer, bliver viden ikke delt godt nok mellem ansatte. 
Undersøgelsen blev grundlagt på en forståelse af, at der er en grundlæggende sammenhæng mellem 
organisationskultur og videndeling, og derfor for at forstå videndeling i en organisation må man først 
og fremmest forstå indflydelsen af elementer af den organisatoriske kultur. Derfor blev undersøgelsen 
designet omkring spørgsmålet – Hvilken indflydelse har elementer af organisationskultur på 
videndelingen i en videnstung organisation? 
For at undersøge dette spørgsmål fra et kommunikationsperspektiv og få en forståelse af, at 
videndeling er en kommunikationsproces, fulgte undersøgelsen en transaktionsmodel for 
kommunikation, en pragmatisk social konstruktionisme epistemologi og en abduktiv forsknings 
metode for at udforske den rolle organisationskultur har på videndeling i KPK Engineering. 
Gennem analysen af data co-produceret ved hjælp af tre fokusgrupper, fire semi-strukturerede 
interviews og observationsmetoder, har undersøgelsen bidraget til den eksisterende viden om emnet 
ved at fastslå, at en samarbejdsnorm og en etableret tillid blandt medarbejdere har gjort videndeling 
en almindelig praksis i KPX Engineering. Imidlertid har et overdrevent fokus på kodificeret viden og 
en overafhængighed af it-infrastruktur etableret en praksis med overdeling af oplysninger, som har 
en negativ effekt på videndeling i organisationen. Desuden er organisationens afhængighed af en 
enkelt tilgang til vidensdeling, i dette tilfælde et artefakt tilgang, har også en negativ effekt på 
videndeling i organisationen. 
Undersøgelsen konkluderer også, at den organisationsstruktur og globale placeringer af KPX 
Engineering har resulteret i en fremherskende gruppeidentitet og en manglende kommunikation 
mellem divisionerne. Dette har skabt en norm, der gør, at medarbejdere begrænser deres søgen efter 
viden til deres umiddelbare kontakter. Som et resultat ses, at selvom viden bliver delt blandt gruppens 
medlemmer, forvandles gruppens viden sjældent til organisatorisk viden. 
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1. Introduction 
According to Plato, knowledge is “justified true belief”. What knowledge is exactly and whether it is 
indeed justified true belief, is a topic that is much debated by philosophers and will probably remain 
a debated topic for many more philosophers to come. To the rest of us who are not philosophers, we 
cling to some explanation of knowledge that we can relate to and leave the “true” definition of 
knowledge to the philosophers. That being said, it is a shared understanding amongst all disciplines 
that knowledge is a vital human resource and as such, the study of knowledge management has 
emerged as an important research within several fields of study. Many of these studies have 
established that organisational knowledge is an asset, which when managed properly leads to growth, 
innovation and competitive advantage (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 
Argote & Ingram, 2000; Gupta, Lyer & Aronson, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Jensen & 
Szulanski, 2004;). 
At the core of the study of knowledge management is knowledge sharing, which is the part of the 
knowledge management process that deals with the sharing of organisational knowledge. Knowledge 
sharing is believed to be essential for effective knowledge management in organisations (Abu-Shanab 
et al., 2014: p.39; Aizpurúa et al., 2011: p.510) and it is argued that the most successful organisations 
are the ones that have active knowledge sharing. As such, most organisations have established 
initiatives to make knowledge sharing part of their operations. For knowledge-intensive organisations 
who rely on organisational knowledge more than other organisations do, knowledge sharing is of 
particular strategic importance (Abdullah et al., 2009: p.115). However, research has shown that 
organisational initiatives to establish knowledge sharing practices face numerous barriers and 
challenges. 
Since the concept of knowledge sharing originated from the technology transfer and innovation 
literature, earlier research focused on technology as the key influence of knowledge sharing in 
organisations (Cummings, 2003: p.3). Nevertheless, over the years, there have been more researchers 
from the social sciences and other disciplines, and therefore the role of organisational culture on 
knowledge sharing and knowledge management for that matter, has received a lot of attention (Al-
Alawi et al., 2007; De Long & Fahey, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Jensen & Szulanski, 2004; 
Detert et al., 2000). Despite the different approaches of study, researchers now acknowledge that 
organisational culture plays a vital role in knowledge sharing and knowledge management, so that 
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almost every modern study of knowledge sharing in organisations involves some exploration of the 
organisational culture.  
“Indeed, any discussion of knowledge in organisational settings without explicit reference to its 
culture is likely to be misleading” (De Long & Fahey, 2000: p.116). 
Therefore, it is a shared understanding amongst researchers that organisational culture affects 
knowledge sharing and all other knowledge processes in an organisation. 
 
1.1. Problem statement 
During the final year of my master’s degree program, I took a position as a student assistant in a 
Danish engineering organisation where I had the opportunity to assist on a knowledge management 
project. For the purpose of this study, I shall refer to the organisation as KPX Engineering. The 
project’s aim was to at re-invent KPX Engineering’s intranet, which serves as both the main internal 
communication platform and the main knowledge-sharing platform. The project had become 
necessary partly because of a recent organisational restructure and partly because the old platform 
was due for an upgrade. 
Through my participating in the project, I made two discoveries about knowledge sharing in KPX 
Engineering. Firstly, it appeared that there are differences in how the various departments use the 
platform as a tool for knowledge sharing. Secondly, and more intriguing, it seemed that the concept 
of knowledge sharing and the extent to which knowledge is or is not shared varied across the 
organisation. As such, despite managerial initiatives and efforts to establish a knowledge sharing 
practice, knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering is far from efficient. 
According to research, if organisations wish to maximise their productivity and remain competitive, 
they have to maximise the distribution of knowledge by treating the organisational knowledge as a 
resource that cannot be hoarded by any singular unit (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000: p.79). Following 
this understanding, organisational culture is a recurring theme in several research as the main 
influencing factor of knowledge sharing in organisations (Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Bock et al. 2005; De 
Long & Fahey, 2000, Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Ipe, 2003). 
The problem however, is that organisational culture is rather broad, intangible and illusive, and 
therefore it is difficult for organisations to pin down its effects on their knowledge sharing initiatives. 
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According to De Long & Fahey (2000), “…while most managers intuitively recognise the importance 
of [organisational] culture, they find it difficult or impossible to articulate the culture-knowledge 
relationship in ways that lead to action” (p.131). This researcher believes that a good first step in 
articulating the culture-knowledge relationship, in order to develop and promote effective knowledge 
sharing in an organisation, is to understand the extent to which elements of the organisational culture 
influence knowledge sharing. 
 
1.2. Research questions 
Following the problem statement above, the main research question being addressed in this study is:  
How do elements of organisational culture influence knowledge sharing in a knowledge-
intensive organisation?  
 
The reference to elements of organisational culture is based on the understanding that organisational 
culture is an umbrella term that encompasses various aspects of an organisation such as, values, 
norms, believes and practices. Therefore, to disambiguate and break the overall research question 
down, the following are the specific questions addressed in this study. 
- How is knowledge perceived in KPX Engineering and how is this reflected in knowledge 
sharing norms and practices? 
- What are the key factors influencing knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering and how are 
these refelcted in norms and practices? 
 
1.3. Significance of the study 
The knowledge sharing literature establishes several understandings of what constitutes knowledge 
sharing, and various researchers from different academic fields have studied the relationship between 
organisational culture and knowledge sharing. While most of these studies have explored the topic 
from a social perspective and as such, acknowledge the role of organisational communication, these 
studies usually only hint at the interactive nature of knowledge sharing and organisational culture. 
Furthermore, the number of researchers from the discipline of communication studies that have 
4 
 
explored the relationship between organisational culture and knowledge sharing is relatively low 
(Canary & McPhee, 2010: p.7).  
This study therefore, applies a communicative perspective to explore the role of organisational culture 
on knowledge sharing. The study approaches the topic from the understanding that knowledge sharing 
is a communication process and organisational culture is a result of interaction amongst the 
organisational members. This makes the problem being addressed, i.e. that knowledge is not being 
effectively shared amongst the employees of KPX Engineering, a communication problem. The study 
therefore aims to add to the existing knowledge of how communication processes influence 
knowledge sharing practices in organisations. Additionally, the findings from this study can aid KPX 
Engineering to strategically adapt their knowledge sharing initiatives to the organisational culture. 
 
1.4. Delimitaion  
This study is limited to exploring knowledge sharing processes in KPX Engineering as such, how 
knowledge is created and used in the organisation is beyond the scope of this study. Furthermore, 
although the report of the study reflects the overall knowledge sharing practices of KPX Engineering, 
the findings are mainly based on data from the head office in Denmark.   
 
1.5. Literature search 
The study begun by reviewing the bibliographies of several past research on the topic to identify the 
leading authors in the filed. An initial reading list was designed and materials that were considered 
out of scope were eventaully eliminated, leaving only those that adressed knowledge sharing and 
organisational culture. 
The majority of the literature used in the study are academic articles and publications retrieved from 
the database of the Roskilde University Library. Those that were not available at the university library 
were found through searches on www.googlescholar.com. The complete list of materails used in this 
study is available as the reseacrh bibliography. 
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1.6. Report structure 
This report structure is an adaptation of the report structure suggested in Brinkmann & Kvale (2015: 
p.311). The first chapter introduces the study, explains the problem statement and research questions, 
addresses the research purpose and scope, and presents the report structure. The second chapter is a 
presentation of select themes on the topic from a review of related literature. The third chapter 
presents the theoretical foundations of the study whilst the fourth chapter discusses the research 
methods and methodological considerations. The fifth chapter is the analysis of the research data. The 
sixth chapter is an overall discussion of the research findings, reflections on the methodological 
choices and a discussion of the theoretical and practical contributions of the study. The final chapter 
addresses the research questions and concludes the study. The figure 1.1 below is a visual 
representation of the report structure. 
 
Figure 1.1: Report structure 
Introduction
Review of 
Literature
Research 
Theory
Research 
Method
Analysis
Discussion 
and 
Reflections
Conclusion
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2. A review of related Literature 
This chapter presents a review of literature explored for this study. The purpose of the chapter is to 
introduce the reader to research and authors that have influenced the direction of this study in terms 
of how this researcher has come to understand the main concepts addressed in this study. The 
literature review also sets the foundation for the theories and methodology used in this study. 
The review begun with identifying articles, publications and past research addressing topics in 
knowledge management, knowledge sharing and organisational culture. After initial screening, 
materials that relate directly to the subject of this study were selected for thorough analysis. As such, 
the materials reviewed in this chapter are those that address knowledge sharing in organisations and 
the role of organisational culture. The following is a presentation of the main themes considered 
relevant for this study. 
 
2.1. Perspectives on organisational culture 
The concept of organisational culture is not only one of the major pillars in the organisational studies 
literature; it is also one of the most difficult concepts to define, i.e. “Countless conceptions and 
definitions of culture and organisational culture have been given […]. Perhaps the only thing the 
literature agrees on is that there is no univocal definition of culture” (Hendriks, 2004: p.3). 
As explained by Hatch (2006), the understanding of organisational theory and the definition of 
organisational culture stem from a chosen research perspective such as, modernism, symbolic-
interpretivism, and postmodernism, or a mix of multiple perspectives. However, besides the 
epistemological approaches of the various perspectives, “organisational culture usually refers to the 
way of life in an organisation” (Hatch, 2006: p.204). Take for example the following definition of 
organisational culture by Schein (1985). 
“[Organisational culture is] the pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has invented, 
discovered, or developed in learning to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal 
integration. [Which] have worked well enough to be considered valid and therefore, to be taught to 
new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to these problems” (Schein, 
1985: p.6 cited in Hatch, 2006: p.205). 
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In several of the materials reviewed for this study, organisational culture is explained as consisting 
of shared values, beliefs and practices. It is also a shared understanding that organisational culture is 
“holistic, historically determined and socially constructed, it involves believes and behaviours, exists 
at a variety of levels, and manifests itself in a wide range of features of organisational life” (Detert, 
et al., 2000: p.851). 
In a research to diagnose cultural barriers to knowledge management, De Long and Fahey (2000: 
p.115) explained that culture is intangible and illusive but can be reflected in values, norms and 
practices, all of which are observed at multiple levels of the organisation. In this explanation, the 
authors argue that values are the most tacit and difficult to change, but they are usually reflected in 
norms, which are more observable although not as observable as practices, which are the most visible 
symbols and manifestations of culture (De Long & Fahey, 2000: p.115). 
The question that remains unanswered is this; is an organisation a culture or does an organisation 
have a culture (Barlow, 2000: p.18)? Functionalist such as Schein, argue that an organisation has a 
culture, which is influenced by the environment, and although organisational culture is difficult to 
change, it can be managed (Demers, 2007: p.80).  Contrary to the functionalist perspective are the 
interpretivists who believe that organisations are cultures that are influenced by multiple choices both 
internal and external (Demers, 2007, p.83). What these views mean to an organisation is that if 
management perceives the organisation as being a culture, then managerial decisions must adapt to 
the culture. On the other hand, if management perceives the organisation as having a culture, then the 
culture must be managed just as any other intellectual property such as, patents and technology would 
be managed (Barlow, 2000: p.18). 
In the materials reviewed for this study, the question of whether an organisation is a culture or has a 
culture is not addressed explicitly. It appears that the perceptions of organisational culture lie fluidly 
between the two extremes. Nevertheless, the question makes it clear that the concept of organisational 
culture is a matter of perception rather than fact. For instance, according to Bolman et al. (2013) 
culture is both a product and a process. "As a product, [organisational culture] embodies wisdom 
accumulated from experience. As a process, [organisational culture] is renewed and re-created as 
newcomers learn the old ways and eventually become teachers themselves" (p.263). Another example 
is the visible and invisible dimensions of culture by McDermott & O’Dell (2001: p.77). In their 
research on overcoming cultural barriers to knowledge sharing, they explained that culture is reflected 
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in visible aspects such as the organisation mission, but culture also exists on a deeper level such as 
the way people act and make sense of each other’s actions, which constitutes the invisible dimensions. 
Hatch and Schultz (1997: p.360) argue for a slightly different perspective on organisational culture, 
which goes beyond the shared values, norms and practices analogy. In their research on the relation 
between organisational culture, identity and image, they explained organisational culture as “… a 
symbolic context within which interpretations of organisational identity are formed and intentions to 
influence organisational image are formulated” (ibid). According to them, most definitions of 
organisational culture only view culture as a closed system of sense-making. They criticise, for 
example, Schein’s (1985) model1 of organisational culture for its view of culture as an internal 
development independent of the organisation’s relationship with its environment (Hatch &Schultz, 
1997: p.360). Therefore, they argue that organisational culture needs to be considered in relation to 
organisational identity because “identity involves how we define and experience ourselves and this 
is influenced by our activities and beliefs, which are grounded in and justified by cultural assumptions 
and values” (Hatch & Schultz, 1997: p.360).  
 
2.1.1. The understanding of organisational culture in this study 
This study chooses to understand organisational culture through a mix of complementing aspects 
from the various perspectives discussed above. This choice is based on the argument by Hatch (2006) 
that “perspectives accumulate in organisation theory and over time, they influence one another as 
organisation theorists take in more and more of the ideas this field of study offers”  (p.7). Following 
this argument, in this study, organisational culture is defined as a symbolic context within which 
members of an organisation negotiate meaning and create identities, which manifest as shared values, 
established norms and practices. Organisational culture therefore, is not something than can be 
quantified or codified (Schein: 1996); instead it is an inherent aspect of an organisation that can only 
be experienced as one becomes part of an organisation and identifies with the common values, 
established norms and practices. 
 
                                                 
1 Schein’s three levels of culture – Artefacts, Values and Assumption (Hatch, 2006: p.211) 
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2.2. Perspectives on organisational knowledge 
According to Christensen et al. (2008), “the understanding of the term knowledge or at least what it 
means to the individual or the organisation is important because it affects how knowledge enters the 
managerial process” (p.5). Knowledge in the knowledge sharing literature is a question of 
epistemology, and epistemologically, definitions of knowledge fall between two extremes. One is the 
objectivist perspective where knowledge is a transferable commodity that must be accumulated and 
managed, and the other is the interpretivist perspective where knowledge is a social process 
interpreted in a given context. However, Roy (2008: p.73) argues that the discussion of 
epistemologies does not resolve much since knowledge can be several things (i.e. positivist, 
interpretivist, representationalist or constructivist) in different contexts. The table 2.1 below shows 
some of the definitions and explanations of knowledge that have been explored in this study. 
 
Polanyi (1958) Knowledge consists of tacit and explicit dimensions. 
Jones & Leonard (2009: p.28) Knowledge is information that has been understood and 
embedded in the brain. 
De Long & Fahey (2000: 
p.114) 
Knowledge is a product of human reflection and experience. 
Ajmal & Koskinen (2008: p.8) Knowledge involves the organisation of data into 
information, contextualising the info to specific 
requirements and the transforming this contextual info into 
knowledge based on an individual’s experiences and 
attitudes. 
Mládková (2011: p.252) Knowledge is always related to human action and emotion. 
Knowledge is highly subjective. 
Davenport & Prusak (1998) Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, 
contextual information, and expert insight that provides a 
framework for evaluating and incorporating new 
experiences and information. 
Nonaka (1994: p.15) Knowledge is “justified true belief”. 
Ipe (2003: p.304) Knowledge is created through interactions between 
individuals at various levels. 
Table 2.1: definitions of knowledge 
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Polanyi’s (as cited in Gupta et al., 2000) distinction of the explicit and tacit dimensions of knowledge 
is one of the fundamental explanations of knowledge in the knowledge sharing literature. An 
explanation of the tacit and explicit dimensions of knowledge is that tacit knowledge is highly 
subjective and difficult to formulate, and is a result of a person’s accumulated experience whilst 
explicit knowledge is knowledge that can be easily codified and shared (Nonaka, 1994). This 
understanding of knowledge is predominant in the knowledge sharing literature and in fact, is the 
basis of several theories and frameworks of knowledge management (Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka & 
Takeuchi, 1995; Ajmal & Koskinen, 2008; Gupta et al., 2000; De Long & Fahey, 2000; Mládková, 
2011). 
For example, the so-called SECI model for explaining the modes of organisational knowledge 
creation by Nonaka (1994: p.19) is one of several models that is based on the tacit-explicit dichotomy 
of knowledge. However, Virtanen (2013: p.120) argues that the two rigid dimensions of knowledge, 
i.e. explicit and tacit, does not allow for the explanation of the knowing ‘in-between’ the two 
extremes. Therefore, others advocate instead for a spectrum view of knowledge that runs between a 
tacit dimension and an explicit dimension ((Leonard & Sensiper, 1998; Hall & Andriani, 2003; 
Jasimuddin et al., 2005) cited in Virtanen, 2013: p.120). 
In other materials reviewed for this study, some researchers defined knowledge by distinguishing 
between what is perceived as knowledge and what is not; such as, differentiating between data, 
information and knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Ajmal & Koskinen, 2008). Others addressed 
knowledge in terms of dimensions, structures and levels (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Kotlarsky & 
Oshri, 2005; Disterer, 2001; De Long & Fahey, 2000). In their research on perspectives on knowledge 
management, Christensen et al. (2008: p.4) provided a neater explanation of this observation by 
stating that the concepts and explanations of what knowledge is and how it is created stem from two 
perspectives – the artefact oriented perspective and the process oriented perspective. They argue that 
the artefact oriented perspective, which is mostly based on a positivistic epistemology, views 
knowledge in terms of documents and stored data thus, the management of knowledge based on this 
perspective focuses on information technology and how it can be used to codify knowledge. On the 
other hand, the process oriented perspective views knowledge as situated in social and organisational 
processes and therefore the focus is often on the processes in which knowledge is created (Christensen 
et al. 2008: p.4). A similar explanation of these two perspectives on the understanding of 
organisational knowledge and its subsequent management is also shared by Arne (2014: p. 84-85), 
but she refers to the two perspectives as the transmission model logic and the process perspective. 
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Although there is a clear distinction between the perspectives on the definition of knowledge, the 
knowledge sharing literature does present some common understandings. For instance, it is a shared 
understanding that knowledge is subjective, it is socially constructed, it exists at various levels and it 
consists of explicit and tacit dimensions. Furthermore, it is agreed that organisational knowledge is 
fluid and complex, and exists at various levels. Therefore, the realisation and management of 
organisational knowledge in the form of its creation, sharing and usage requires one to identify and 
understand (or rather interpret) the various sources of organisational knowledge. 
 
2.2.1. The understanding of organisational knowledge in this study 
This study identifies with the understanding that knowledge consists of explicit and tacit dimensions; 
it is subjective, it exists at various levels and it is socially constructed. Furthermore, it agrees that: 
“Knowledge is a fluid mix of framed experience, values, contextual information and expert insight 
that provides a framework for evaluating and incorporating new experiences and information. It 
originates and is applied in the minds of knowers. In organisations, it often becomes embedded in not 
only in the documents or repositories but also in the organisational routines, process, practices and 
norms” (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 
Also in agreement with the above explanation of knowledge is the three types of knowledge identified 
by De Long and Fahey (2000). In their research on diagnosing cultural barriers to knowledge 
management, they argued that knowledge in an organisational context consists of at least three types. 
One is human knowledge, which constitutes what individuals know or know how to do and may be 
sentient or conceptual. Another is social knowledge, which exists only in the relationships between 
individuals and groups thus, evolving through working together. The other type is structured 
knowledge, which is explicit knowledge, embedded in an organisation’s processes and routines (De 
Long and Fahey (2000: p.114). These three types of knowledge are the basis of the practical 
understanding of organisational knowledge in this study. 
 
2.3. Knowledge sharing in organisations 
Given the many perspectives on the definition of knowledge, it is to be expected that the literature 
does not provide a single definition of knowledge sharing or of what constitutes knowledge sharing. 
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Some researchers explain the concept of knowledge sharing by distinguishing it from other related 
concepts. For example, in a research on knowledge sharing in organisations, Ipe (2004: p.342) 
distinguishes between knowledge transfer and knowledge sharing by defining the former as a term 
used to describe the movement of knowledge within departments in an organisation and also between 
different organisations; and the later as a term used to describe the sharing of knowledge between 
individuals. Table 2.2 below highlights some of the definitions of knowledge sharing reviewed for 
this study. 
 
Ipe (2003: p.341) Knowledge sharing is the act of making knowledge 
available to others within the organisation. 
Bock et al. (2005: p.88) Knowledge sharing concerns the willingness of individuals 
in an organization to share with others the knowledge they 
have acquired or created. 
Jarvenpaa & Staples (2001) Knowledge is shared good between individuals and 
organisations built on trust. 
Disterer (2001: p.1) Knowledge transfer means knowledge sharing within an 
enterprise between individuals and groups. 
Lin (2007: p.136) Knowledge sharing can be defined as a social interaction 
culture, involving the exchange of employee knowledge, 
experiences, and skills through the whole department or 
organisation. 
Jones & Leonard (2009: p.33) Sharing of knowledge creates a premise for transferring 
tacit knowledge to organisational knowledge. 
Boer (2005: p.38) Knowledge sharing is based on the process of 
communication, without which knowledge sharing cannot 
occur 
Table 2.2: definitions of knowledge sharing 
 
Most studies about knowledge sharing focus on the factors that enable or hinder knowledge sharing 
(De long & Fahey, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Ipe, 2004; Hendriks, 2004). Some focus on 
the effects and value creation of knowledge sharing for the organisation (Kotlarsky & Oshri 2005; 
Argote & Ingram, 2000) while others focus on the process of knowledge sharing (Nonaka & 
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Takeuchi, 1995; Visser, 2010; Hansen et al., 2005). Regardless of the study focus, the following are 
three main points on which researchers share the same understanding. 
Firstly, the knowledge sharing literature establishes that although knowledge exists at different levels 
in an organisation, fundamentally, it resides in individuals mostly as tacit knowledge. Which makes 
the individual level of knowledge a significant factor in knowledge sharing, i.e. organisations cannot 
create or share knowledge without individuals (Aizpurúa et al., 2011; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; 
Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2001; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka, 1994). This factor is also the main 
challenge organisations face in knowledge sharing because it is difficult to transform individual 
knowledge into organisational knowledge. 
Following the previous point, it is also agreed that knowledge sharing in organisations require 
individual members of the organisation to be willing to share their tacit knowledge in an environment 
that makes this possible (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; De long & Fahey, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 
2000; Ipe, 2004). For example, according to Ipe (2004: p.341-342), the sharing involves some 
conscious action on the part of the individual with the knowledge but also implies that he/she does 
not relinquish ownership of the knowledge; instead through sharing it becomes a joint ownership 
between the sender and the recipient. Another example emphasising this point is Hendriks’ (2004: 
p.5) argument that knowledge sharing is indeed a process which involves a sequence of events that 
evolve over time and requires one party that offers and another that acquires. 
A final point of agreement is that organisations need to create an environment that fosters knowledge 
sharing. These could be in the form of physical structures such as IT infrastructure or intrinsic factors 
such as a trusting environment (Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2001; Mládková, 201; Al-Alawi et al., 2008; 
Bock, et al., 2005; Disterer, 2001). 
 
2.3.1. The understanding of knowledge sharing in this study 
In all but one of the definitions and explanations of knowledge sharing reviewed in this study, the 
role of communication is taken for granted or only implied through the words sharing, transfer, 
interaction, etc. This study therefore follows Boer (2015: p.38) by not only implying communication 
as a part of knowledge sharing instead, knowledge sharing is understood in this study as a process of 
communication. Although not all communication leads to knowledge sharing, knowledge sharing 
always involves communication, i.e. “knowledge sharing is a subset of communication” (ibid). 
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2.4. Relationship between organisational culture and knowledge sharing 
It is nearly impossible to find a research publication on knowledge sharing that does not mention the 
influence of organizational culture on knowledge sharing – “Indeed, any discussion of knowledge in 
organisational settings without explicit reference to its culture is likely to be misleading” (De Long 
& Fahey, 2000: p.116). Whether it is the focus of a research exploring influences of knowledge 
sharing in organisations or it is casually mentioned as one of the inhibitors to successful knowledge 
sharing in organisation. The fact is that a large amount of literature has addressed the relationship 
between organisational culture and knowledge sharing (Gold et. al., 2001; Gupta & Govindarajan, 
2000; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; De Long & Fahey, 2000; Al-Alawi et. al., 2007; Detert et. al., 2000; 
Hendriks, 2004). Based on the literature reviewed for this study, it is a shared understanding that 
organisational culture shapes perceptions and practices of knowledge sharing, i.e. knowledge sharing 
thrives in a culture that favours knowledge sharing. That being said, the literature explored also 
acknowledges that it is difficult to diagnose a knowledge sharing culture because “a knowledge 
culture cannot be really measured” (Hendriks, 2004: p.18). 
In his research on assessing the role of culture in knowledge sharing, Hendriks (2004: p.7) divides 
the literature on the relationship between culture and knowledge sharing into two groups – conceptual 
(or internal) and influencing (external or causal) - as shown in the Figure 2.1 below. Although 
Hendriks’ diagram succinctly divides the various perceptions on the relationship between 
organisational culture and knowledge sharing into two overarching groups, it appears the two groups 
agree than disagree. This study argues that the points from the influencing group, reflect the 
conceptual group's understanding that knowledge sharing and culture have a reciprocal relationship, 
in which knowledge defines culture and vice versa. Thus, regardless of whichever form it is presented 
in the knowledge sharing literature, the understanding is that there is a fundamental relationship 
between organisational culture and knowledge sharing, and the one cannot be understood without the 
other. 
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Figure 2.1. Classes of relationships between culture and knowledge sharing (Hendriks, 2004: p. 8) 
 
In a research conducted by McDermott & O’Dell’ (2001) on overcoming cultural barriers to sharing 
knowledge, the central finding was that a culture approach is indeed stronger than any approach to 
knowledge sharing thus, knowledge sharing initiatives should be focused on adapting to the existing 
culture and not the other way around. In this research, they emphasised that there are different ways 
to get employees to share knowledge but all of the ways depend on the values of the organisation 
(McDermott & O’Dell’, 2001: p.77). 
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In another research by Al-Alawi et al. (2007), they concluded that the role of certain factors of 
organisational culture such as trust, communication, rewards and organisational structure define the 
relationship between staff and therefore, influence the success of knowledge sharing. Other 
researchers such as De Long & Fahey (2000) and Hendriks (2004) provide broader analytical 
frameworks for diagnosing the relationship between organisational culture and knowledge sharing. 
 
2.4.1. The organisational culture and knowledge sharing relationship in this study 
This study follows a fundamental understanding of the relationship between organisational culture 
and knowledge sharing. A relationship in which one cannot be separated from the other. Therefore, 
following a suggestion from Hendriks (2004: p.19) this study aims to explore and interpret the 
connection between the two concepts instead of attempting to measure the effect of one on the other. 
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3. Research Theory 
In the previous chapter, literature explored for this study has been reviewed and from these, 
definitions and explanations of the main concepts of this study have been established. Following this, 
this chapter discusses theories, models and frameworks, which, together with the concepts discussed 
in the review of related literature, constitute the theoretical foundations of this study. 
The chapter begins with a discussion of the conceptual understanding of the process of human 
communication. This is deemed necessary to provide the reader with a foundation and a context 
within which to understand the research topic in the field of Communication Studies. The chapter 
then follows with theories and concepts relating directly to the main concepts of the study, i.e. 
knowledge sharing and organisational culture. The first is a discussion of communities of practice as 
a theoretical construct for understanding the process of knowledge sharing in organisations. This is 
followed by a discussion of Schein’s Three Levels of Organisational Culture as the conceptual 
understanding of organisational culture followed in this study. The final part of the chapter is a 
presentation of De Long & Fahey’s (2000) analytical frameworks for linking organisational culture 
and knowledge sharing in organisations. 
 
3.1. Organisational communication as a transactional process  
This study follows the transactional model of communication in its understanding of the human 
process of communication. The transactional model of communication is one of several models that 
explain the process of human communication, but for the purpose of this study, it is discussed in 
relation to two other conceptual models of communication, namely, the linear model and the 
interactive model. 
The linear model follows a basic concept of communication as the transfer of information from a 
sender to a receiver. It is based on the understanding that communication begins with a sender 
encoding a message, which is transmitted through a channel to a receiver. Hence, the linear model 
assumes communication consists of a linear symmetry of a beginning and an end.  Shannon and 
Weaver (1949), in their research in developing a mathematical formula for communication, are 
credited as the pioneers of this technical understanding of communication (Chandler, 1994). An 
example of the linear model of communication is Laswell’s model of communication - who says what 
in which medium to whom and with what effect. 
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Although the linear understanding of communication has evolved over time, it is credited with 
providing a simple, general and quantifiable explanation of the human process of communication 
however, these attributes, which tend to oversimplify the process of communication, are also its 
greatest weaknesses (Chandler, 1994). 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1: A linear model of communication (Van der Walt, 2006: p.379) 
 
 
The interactive model of communication, like the linear model, is also a transmission model. It is, 
essentially, the combination of two linear models and follows the sender-receiver logic, but with a 
few inclusions such as feedback. Unlike the linear model, the interactive model accepts that 
communication is a two-way and not a one-way process. It is based on the assumption that a sender 
channels a message to a receiver, who then assumes the role of a sender and channels back a message 
to the original sender, who has now assumed the role of a receiver. Furthermore, it includes a social 
dimension to the process of communication, i.e. “[the interactive model] implies that meaning is 
created and sustained by the interaction between the sender and the receiver in the social group” (Van 
der Walt, 206: p.403). 
The interactive model is clearly an improvement of the linear model and therefore, it shares the 
advantages of the linear model in addition to having other advantages such as, the introduction of a 
two-way perspective to the process of communication. However, a major drawback of the interactive 
model is that although it introduces feedback, it does not assume this to be simultaneous; like the 
linear model, it insists on assigning and separating the roles of the sender and the receiver (Chandler, 
1994). 
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Figure 3.2: An interactive model of communication (Van der Walt, 2006: p.379) 
 
The transactional model of communication, unlike the two transmission models of communication 
discussed, is anti-positivistic in nature (Boer, 2005: p.30). It, above all else, recognises that in the 
human process of communication, all parties involved actively construct meanings in a social-cultural 
context and as such, communication is not merely a transmission of information but several instances 
of meaning (re)negotiation. 
The transactional model argues that the process of communication is both an interactive process of 
meaning making and a transaction between the participants during which, relationships develop and 
meanings are negotiated (Steinberg, 1999 cited in Van der Walt, 2006: p.417). Therefore, although 
the understanding in the transactional model is closer to that of the interactive model, the transactional 
model believes in a constant, mutual influence of the communicating participants and does not view 
the sender-receiver roles as isolated variables (Miller, 2005 cited in Van der Walt, 2006: p.418). 
Furthermore, it acknowledges that because of the negotiation and renegotiation of meaning, elements 
in a communication process may be altered, and new communication events may arise. 
Following the transactional model in this study, communication is understood as a fluid and 
simultaneous process, and communication in an organisation is understood as a mutual action 
amongst members of the organisation. In the words of Van der Walt (2006), “organisational 
communication in essence is about continuous, observable patterns of planned, sequential and 
systematic interactions of mutual awareness, and the sharing of facts and feelings, within the context 
of the organisation, among its members (employees and management), with the intent of motivating 
or influencing behaviour” (p.338). Communication in the organisation is, therefore, not a process of 
20 
 
transmission between a sender and a mostly passive receiver. Instead, communication in the 
organisation is a process of reciprocity where meanings are co-constructed, and constantly negotiated 
and renegotiated by participants. 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3: A transactional model of communication (Van der Walt, 2006: p.379) 
 
 
3.2. Communities of Practice as a theoretical construct for knowledge sharing 
Communities of practice is a social learning theory based on the understanding that human beings 
form communities that share and reflect their collective learning. By definition, “communities of 
practice are groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn how 
to do it better as they interact regularly” (Wenger, 2011: p.1). They are characterised by three 
elements - the domain, which is the common interest that forms the identity of the group, and 
therefore, to be part of the group, one must share and be committed to the group identity; the 
community, which is the result of members interacting with each other as they pursue their common 
interest. It is in the community that relationships that foster collective learning evolve; and the 
practice, which is the shared resources of the group, developed over time and sustained through 
interactions (Wenger, 2011: p.1-2). 
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The core aspect of the theory of communities of practice is that learning and knowing require social 
interactions, i.e. “knowing is an act of participating in complex ‘social learning systems’” (Wenger, 
2011: p.226). In addition to this, it is the understanding that communities of practice allow for the 
generation and sharing of tacit knowledge (Ardichivili et al., 2006: p.95), and create a context for 
organisational learning (Elkjaer, 2003; Wenger, 2010). These aspects of the theory make it an ideal 
foundation for studying knowledge sharing from a people oriented perspective, where the focus is on 
social interactions and contexts. 
Iverson and McPhee (2002) argue that the theory of communities of practice centres the role of 
communication in the creation and sharing of knowledge and therefore, advocate the concept as a 
theoretical construct for understanding the communicative and social constructive nature of 
knowledge. Their argument follows Wenger’s (1998) explanation of the three characteristics of 
communities of practice, namely, mutual engagement which comes from group members interacting, 
negotiation of joint enterprise which gives the group a sense of purpose and shared repertoire which 
is the shared resources for negotiating meaning (Iverson and McPhee, 2002: p. 261-262).  Together, 
these elements make up the central process of communicating knowledge so that, by examining how 
groups mutually engage, share repertoires and negotiate their joint enterprise, the central process of 
knowledge creation and sharing becomes evident (Canary & McPhee, 2010: p.41).  
As already established in the previous chapter, it is the perception in this study that organisational 
knowledge is subjective, it exists at various levels in the organisation and is socially constructed. It 
has also been established from the literature review that although organisational knowledge exists at 
various levels, fundamentally, it resides in individuals; hence, knowledge sharing requires the 
willingness of individuals to share their knowledge in a conducive environment. Communities of 
practice are indeed, conducive environments for knowledge sharing in organisations because they 
provide a context for channelling individual knowledge into group knowledge and subsequently into 
organisational knowledge. As explained by Elkjaer (2003), “[Organisational] knowledge, in other 
words, is a result of the active production process determined by the participation patterns of 
communities of practice” (p.487). Therefore, it is the understanding in this study that through 
communities of practice, social instances are established within which individuals of an organisation 
are willing to share knowledge. 
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3.3. Schein’s three levels of organisational culture 
As established in the review of related literature in the previous chapter, culture is characterised by 
shared believes, norms and practices (Schein, 1996; Hatch, 1993; Bolman, 2013). Based on this 
understanding, Schein (2010) argues that the characteristics of culture exist at three levels in an 
organisation hence, the development of the three levels of culture model. In this model, Schein (2010) 
explains that the word level implies “the degree to which the cultural phenomenon is visible to the 
observer” (p.23).  
The first level is termed artefacts, which consists of elements that are obvious and easily recognised 
by both members within and outside the organisation. Artefacts include the visible products of the 
organisation, such as language and technology; the emotional displays, such as published list of 
values; and the observable rituals and processes (Schein, 2010: p.23). Although this level of 
organisational culture is easy to observe, it is also argued to be the most difficult to decipher in the 
sense that “observers can describe what they see and feel but cannot reconstruct from that alone what 
those things [the artefacts] mean in the given group” (Schein, 2010: p.23). Therefore, to understand 
artefacts, one needs to talk to members of the group in order to understand the norms and rules that 
have resulted in the observed artefacts. 
The second level is espoused values, which concerns the values, rules and standards that explain the 
underlying behaviour of the observable elements in the first level. Espoused values tend to be abstract, 
mutually contradictory and leave large areas of behaviour unexplained. Therefore, to fully understand 
patterns and predict behaviours, the next and final level of culture must be understood (Schein, 2010: 
p.27-28).  
The final level is termed basic underlying assumptions. This is the level most taken for granted by 
members of the organisation because it is at this level that underlying values have become deeply 
embedded in the organisation. At this level, culture is an unconscious experience and therefore, it is 
at this level that organisational culture rarely changes. According to Schein (2010: p.32), the essence 
of culture lies in the pattern of basic underlying assumptions thus, understanding these eases the 
difficulty in analysing and interpreting the other levels. 
 
23 
 
 
Figure 3.4: The Three Level of Culture (Schein, 2010. P.24) 
 
This study follows Schein’s three levels of culture model to understand organisational culture on two 
levels, i.e. a conceptual level and an analytical level. 
On a conceptual level, this study views the three levels of culture as a basis for the assumption that 
organisational culture is mainly tacit in nature, and therefore, difficult to change. As such, any form 
of organisational change should instead aim to adapt to the existing culture. 
On an analytical level, the model serves as a practical way of understanding how the characteristics 
of organisational culture relate to each other and therefore, provides a context within which elements 
of organisational culture may be viewed and analysed. 
 
3.4. Conceptual relationship between organisational culture and knowledge sharing 
De Long & Fahey (2000) argue that elements of culture shape organisational behaviour, which 
subsequently shape the creation, sharing and usage of knowledge in an organisation. 
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Figure 3.5: Relationship between Culture elements and knowledge sharing (De Long & Fahey, 2000: p.116) 
 
Based on the relationship between culture and knowledge sharing, as depicted in Figure 3.5 above, 
they provide the following explanations for the relationship between organisation culture and 
knowledge sharing. 
 Culture, especially subcultures, shape assumptions about which knowledge is important 
 Culture mediates the relationships between levels of knowledge 
 Culture creates a context for social interaction 
 Culture shapes creation and adoption of new knowledge 
These four explanations, which they refer to as a framework for analysing how culture affects a firm’s 
knowledge-related behaviours (De Long & Fahey, 2000: p.116), are based on two foundations. The 
first is that culture can be observed at three levels in an organisation, namely, values, norms and 
practices. The second is that organisational knowledge consists of tacit and explicit dimensions, and 
is of three types – human knowledge, social knowledge and structured knowledge – all of which must 
be considered if knowledge is to be created, shared and used effectively in an organisation. 
It is the understanding in this study that that there is a fundamental relationship between 
organisational culture and knowledge sharing where one cannot be considered without the other. 
Therefore, De Long & Fahey’s (2000) four explanations provide a contextual understanding for why 
and how organisational culture influences knowledge sharing. 
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4. Research Method 
Following the discussion in the previous chapter on the theories, concepts and frameworks that 
constitute the theoretical foundations of this study, this chapter explains the research approach and 
methods used in this study. 
The chapter begins with an explanation of the epistemological framework and research methodology, 
which constitute the research paradigm followed in this study. The second part of the chapter explains 
the qualitative methods used in producing data for analysis. The chapter concludes with an 
explanation of how the research data was prepared for analysis. 
 
4.1. The research paradigm 
A research paradigm is “the basic belief system or worldview that guides the investigator not only in 
choices of method, but in ontologically and epistemologically fundamental ways” (Guba & Lincoln, 
1994: p.105). This definition argues that to decide on a research paradigm, a researcher must answer 
three fundamental but interconnected questions – the ontological question, i.e. what is the nature of 
reality and what can be known about it; the epistemology question, i.e. what is my relation with what 
can be known; and the methodological question, i.e. how do I go about knowing (Guba & Lincoln, 
1994). Following the above argument, the explanation of the research paradigm followed in this study 
is discussed in the following two sections. The first is a joint explanation of the ontological and 
epistemological question whilst the second addresses the methodological question. 
 
4.1.1. A Pragmatic social constructionist epistemology 
There are several definitions and interpretations of social constructionism however, at the core of 
every definition and interpretation is the acknowledgement that meaning is subjective and socially 
constructed. Ontologically, this study would argue, as it believes others would too, that social 
constructionism in its purest form is relativistic and anti-realist in not recognising objective reality 
(Burr, 1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Andrews, 2012). This study argues that such a stance is too bold 
and leads to an unnerving array of interpretations, none of which holds precedence, if all must indeed 
be seen as equally valid. Furthermore, Andrews (2012) argues that such an ontological stance is a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the philosophy that underpins social constructionism. Staunch 
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advocators of social constructionism would of course disagree but, by its very nature, social 
constructionism is not a particular approach thus, allowing for such subjective interpretations of the 
concept. It is therefore, no wonder that every researcher, including this researcher, has a subjective 
explanation or interpretation of the concept of social constructionism. 
Epistemologically, this study follows what it has chosen to term pragmatic social constructionism. 
This position adopts neither a relativist nor a realist stance instead, it stays within the middle of these 
two extremes; acknowledging that the reality of knowledge cannot be discovered with absolute 
certainty but rather researchers create representations of realities of knowledge in a given context. 
Thus, in a given context, knowledge is socially constructed and its truth can be judged based on what 
is already known (Hammersley (1992) quoted in Andrews). This contextualization of social 
constructionism maintains a subjective interpretation of a worldview that is not based on presenting 
an absolute truth but acknowledges that there are existing subjective truths about the worldview that 
can validate the plausibility of new findings. This understanding is the epistemological basis for this 
study and the following are the reasons why such understanding is deemed appropriate. 
Firstly, as established in the literature review, this study, like several research on knowledge sharing, 
is based on the understanding that organisational knowledge and organisational learning is a product 
of human experience and is socially constructed. It is, therefore, appropriate that such a study with 
knowledge and culture as its central themes should follow an epistemology that regards the creation 
of knowledge in a similar light. 
Secondly, it is not the aim of this study to establish facts through the testing of hypotheses, but rather 
to explore and deconstruct viewpoints of the research participants in order to arrive at a plausible 
answer to the research question. It is the view of this researcher that beliefs are a result of social 
interventions, i.e. people socially construct reality through shared and agreed meanings.  As such, the 
focus of the research is to understand the social world and lived experiences of the people who 
constitute it. From this perspective, social constructionism provides a framework that allows the 
researcher and research participants to be co-creators of knowledge and to negotiate meanings as they 
emerge. The position of the expert knower out to discover the truth is therefore replaced with that of 
a curious and respectful collaborator seeking to understand a shared reality. This is what this research 
aims to achieve by its research question. 
Finally, social constructionism cautions against marginalisation by acknowledging differences and 
diversity in humanity (Burr, 1998). This is of particular relevance to this study because in 
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organisational settings and in all social settings for that matter, there are multiple power relations, 
which lead to different accounts of realities. For example, a senior manager’s account of how 
knowledge is shared in an organisation will not be the same as that of an employee’s. Instead of 
regarding one account as false in relation to the other, social constructionism advocates recognising 
these differences as reinforcements of the subjective nature of experience and therefore, leaves it to 
the researcher to identify the links between the differing perspectives. 
 
4.1.2. An abductive mode of study 
An abductive mode of study is a pragmatic reasoning that is neither data-driven as in inductive 
research, nor theory-driven as in deductive research (Brinkmann, 2014: p.722). Instead, it is a more 
dynamic approach of inquiry, which focuses mainly on understanding and explaining a situation. 
When following an abductive mode of reasoning, data is not collected but rather co-produced, and 
theories and methods are tools in the research process (Brinkmann, 2014: p.722). Furthermore, the 
relationship between theory and data is rather flexible so that theory is not used in an absolute manner 
in the production or interpretation of data (Halkier, 2003: p.116). That being said, the abductive 
method does not completely reject a relationship between theory and data; it is the understanding 
between the concepts and the extent to which the relationship is emphasised in analysis that 
differentiates the abductive method from inductive and deductive research designs.  
The abductive reasoning fits with the constructionism ontology of this study research in the sense that 
knowledge, in the form data, is not out there to be collected (which connotes a realist interpretation 
of the truth of knowledge), but rather data is stumbled upon and co-produced with research 
participants (Brinkmann, 2014: p.723). 
Following an abductive mode of study also means that the theories of organisational culture and 
knowledge sharing (explained in chapter 3), only serve as conceptual understandings for the study 
and therefore, the analysis of the data produced is not based on any particular theoretical framework 
or design. Instead, the analysis is an interpretative reasoning of the data produced to understand and 
explain the role of organisational culture in knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering. 
 
28 
 
4.2. A qualitative case study approach 
In keeping with the abductive mode of study, where the emphasis is on understanding and interpreting 
the social world, this study followed a qualitative research approach in producing research data. 
Unlike quantitative methods, which usually focus on a cause-and-effect analysis, qualitative methods 
generally produce findings based on interpretative analysis, and although some aspects of the data 
can be quantified, statistical quantification is not the main aim (Strauss & Corbin 1990: p.11). In this 
particular study, the aim is to explore the influence of organisational culture on knowledge sharing, 
which meant a detailed exploration of the intricacies and lived experiences that constitute the 
organisational culture of KPX Engineering, and how it influences knowledge sharing in the 
organisation. Thus, a qualitative approach was deemed appropriate. 
This study is also by design an in-depth analysis of a single case, i.e. KPX Engineering. The decision 
to follow a case study research was because case studies yield “concrete, context-dependent 
knowledge” (Flyvbjerg, 2006: p.224), which fits with this research’s pragmatic perspective that the 
reality of knowledge cannot be discovered with an absolute certainty but, it can be constructed in a 
given context whose truth can be judged based on what is already known. Therefore, by studying the 
influence of organisational culture on knowledge sharing in a particular instance, the knowledge 
produced in this study can be a foundation to create new constructions in a different context. 
The above explanation is also this research’s response to the argument that case studies, and 
qualitative research for that matter, are limited in their subjectivity and lack of generalisability 
(Bryman, 2004: p.284). The point of subjectivity is inconsequential in this study because, as already 
explained: this study is of the perception that knowledge and meaning are subject interpretations. On 
the issue of generalisability, this study agrees with the argument that the fact that “knowledge cannot 
be formally generalised does not mean that it cannot enter into the collective process of knowledge 
accumulation” (Flyvbjerg, 2006: p.227) on the topic. 
Another critique of qualitative case studies is that they tend to focus on confirming a researcher’s 
preconceptions. On this point, this study is rather ambivalent. Flyvbjerg (2006) argues that case 
studies are not more biased towards verification of preconceived notions than are other research 
methods (p.237). A fair and valid argument because regardless of the chosen method, at the beginning 
of any study is some pre-existing knowledge about a situation, which at the end of the study is either 
confirmed or contradicted. Nevertheless, there is also the argument that humans are by nature “more 
moved and excited by affirmatives than negatives” (Bacon, 1853 cited in Flyvbjerg, 2006: p.234). 
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Suffice it to say following an abductive mode of study meant that in this study, no emphasis was put 
on verifying or confirming any particular knowledge. Instead, by interacting with the social world, 
data was produced through several instances of construction and reconstruction of meanings. 
 
4.2.1. Focus group 
The focus group method was chosen as the main data production method because the phenomenon 
under study, i.e. knowledge sharing, is a social experience, and focus group discussions have the 
advantage of producing research data by means of a social interaction. Through focus group 
discussions, a researcher can know more than just what participants say; it provides a chance to 
observe social interactions between research participants and multiple instances of meaning 
(re)negotiation. 
The focus group proved particularly useful in this study because not only did it provide a real instance 
of knowledge sharing, it also brought to light nuances in the organisational culture. 
 
The focus group set-up 
There are various views on how many research participants one needs to form a focus group. Some 
argue that 6-10 participants is the ideal number whilst others advocate for 5-12 participants (Connelly, 
2015: p.369). In this study, three focus groups were conducted, and the number of participants per 
group was subject to availability. As such, one group consisted of five participants, another consisted 
of six participants and the other consisted of seven participants. However, there is no basis to argue 
that one particular group consisted of the ideal number of participants. What is worth nothing is that 
each group had enough participants all whom actively participated in thorough discussions of the 
topics. 
Each focus group took place in a meeting room in the group’s department and lasted about 60 minutes. 
A question guide covering themes from the research question was prepared for each focus group 
however, the discussion did not follow any particular sequence of questions. The focus group started 
with short introductions of the participants and the aim of the study. Participants were also informed 
about an audio recording device, to which they graciously granted their permission to be recorded for 
transcription purposes. The introductions were then followed by the question – how would you 
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describe your department? This was meant as an engaging question to start the conversation. Probing 
techniques such as asking for examples were used to get participants to elaborate on comments. 
Amongst qualitative researchers, a rule of thumb in conducting a focus group is to have a 
homogeneous group. However, some advocate that a homogenous group of strangers makes for a 
better focus group discussion whilst others believe that a homogenous group of acquaintances 
produces better discussions (Krueger & Casey, 2015 cited in Connelly, 2015: p.369). This study 
agrees with the former. The focus groups were with employees from the three divisions in the 
organisation that have the most knowledge workers. These were; Global IT, which is responsible for 
software architecture, development and implementation; Automation, which is responsible for the 
development and mechanisation of the various control systems used in machine productions; and 
Engineering, which is responsible for the construction and engineering of the machines produced by 
the organisation. The group from IT consisted of participants from different teams and although they 
knew each other as employees from the same division, they were strangers from different 
departments. The groups from Automation and Engineering on the other hand, consisted of members 
from the same department and in fact, the participants from Engineering were team members. These 
compositions had different consequences and affected the way the participants interacted with each 
other. For instance, it was observed that the IT group spoke rather freely and openly in comparison 
to the Engineering group who appeared slightly guarded in their responses. Furthermore, because the 
IT group consisted of viewpoints from different parts of that division, the data produced was 
somewhat more extensive than that produced with the others. 
 
4.2.2. Semi-structured interviews 
In addition to the three focus group sessions, four semi-structured interviews were also used to 
produce data for this study. The method was used to incorporate different voices into the narrative, 
which in this case were the voices of employees in leadership positions but, because it was not deemed 
prudent to have a discussion group made up of leaders and their subordinates, the semi-structured 
approach was used to supplement the data produced in the focus groups. 
The semi-structured interviews were conducted before the focus groups so that themes from the data 
produced in the semi-structured interviews were explored further in the focus groups. The method 
was used mainly to learn about the structure and culture of the organisation. 
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Each of the four semi-structured interviews was conducted with a specific topic in mind and as such, 
the participants were specifically chosen based on their positions in the organisational. The first was 
with the head of internal communications, and the purpose was to understand communication 
practices in the organisation and the role the communication department plays in knowledge sharing 
in the organisation. The second and third were with a general manager from Engineering and a team 
leader from Automation respectively, and the purpose was to learn about the two divisions and their 
knowledge sharing practices from a leadership perspective. There was supposed to have been a 
similar interview with a manager from IT but this was cancelled at the last minute. The final interview 
was with the team leader for knowledge management in the IT department and the purpose was to 
have a detailed discussion about the IT tools and platforms for knowledge sharing in the organisation. 
 
Interview guides 
An interview guide with questions derived from the research questions were used in the focus group 
and semi-structured interview sessions. The questions were grouped into two themes; one covering 
organisational culture and the other knowledge sharing. The question formulation was simple, brief 
and open-ended (Bryman, 2004; Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015), but during the discussions there were 
instances when some of the questions had to be elaborated. 
The same interview guide was used for the focus group discussions however, they were not discussed 
in the same order and the questions were updated as the data production process progressed. For the 
semi-structured interviews, because each interview differed in purpose from the other, a different 
guide with specific questions was used per interview.  
 
4.2.3. Observation as a method 
Another way data was produced in this study was through observation. This came about mainly as a 
by-product of the focus group and semi-structured interviews, but especially during the focus group 
sessions where instances of knowledge sharing were observed. In addition to this, before the study 
begun, the researcher worked as a student assistant in the organisation for 6 months, during which 
aspects of the organisational culture were observed and directly experienced. 
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4.3. Preparing for data analysis 
As a co-producer of knowledge, the researcher took an active role in the interview sessions, which 
meant that very little note was taken and as such, all the interview sessions were recorded and later 
transcribed from audio recordings to text. The transcriptions were done verbatim but in written style 
thus omitting repetitive words, “hmm’s and ooh’s”, and comments with sensitive details about the 
organisation. 
The transcripts were not particularly coded by any style or standard but each transcript was thoroughly 
read and analysed so that key points and arguments from that data was explored further in the 
subsequent data production session, through which new meanings were constructed. This process was 
deemed more fitting with the abductive research design instead of waiting until the entire interview 
data was “collected” and the transcripts meticulously coded in search of “findings” as is usually done 
in inductive research. 
 
4.1. Reliability and validity of the research findings 
The focus of this study was to observe the influencing relationship between organisational culture 
and knowledge sharing in a knowledge-intensive organisation. KPX Engineering is, in truth, a 
knowledge-intensive organisation and all the research participants were knowledge workers whose 
daily work, for the most part, included the exchange of ideas with others. 
This study will not claim to have uncovered the definitive organisational culture of KPX Engineering 
through a two-hour interview and a three-hour focus group session, but it has succeeded in delving 
just below the surface and has uncovered key cultural elements influencing knowledge sharing in the 
organisation. That being said, the following are some possible threats to the reliability and validity of 
this study. 
The accuracy of participants’ insights – short of a lie detector, there is no way to tell if the insights 
and views shared by research participants are indeed their true thoughts. However, there was no 
particular reason to doubt their responses and in stances where meanings were not cleared, probing 
techniques were used to elaborate comments. 
Research bias – due to the researcher’s personal involvement in the organisation, there may have 
been some biases in certain choices pertaining to the study such as the selection of research 
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participants. However, no deliberate manipulations as such have been employed in the presentation 
of the research findings. 
 
4.2. Limitations 
This study is limited in the relatively small number of research participants, which consisted mainly 
of employees. It would have been interesting and it would have yielded a richer data for analysis if 
more managers had been included in the study; an omission that was not due to a lack of trying but 
rather, due to time constraints. Nonetheless having more than two managers’ view would have 
allowed for the juxtaposition of the two perspectives, i.e. leaders and subordinates. 
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5. Analysis 
Following the explanation in the previous chapter of the methods used in producing data, this chapter 
is a presentation and an analysis of the data produced. 
To set the tone of the analysis and to contextualise the research data, the chapter begins with an 
overview of the organisational structure of KPX Engineering followed by a brief presentation of the 
key values, norms and practices that make up the culture of the organisation. 
After the presentation of the organisational structure and culture, the chapter continues with a 
presentation and analysis of the data produced. The analysis is organised into two sections; each 
section contains specific parts of the data addressing one of the two sub-questions, which have been 
formulated to break the overall research question into the specific questions being addressed in this 
study. 
 
5.1. An overview of the organisational structure 
KPX Engineering consists mainly of two project divisions – a Product division and a Customer 
Service division. The Product division focuses on the globalisation and growth of the organisation’s 
product brands whilst the Customer Service division focuses on fostering a strong service culture 
through services and support centres worldwide. This divisional structure is a recent change, which 
according to the organisation is aimed at increasing operational efficiency and distinct growth 
opportunities.  
One of the consequences of operating through a divisional structure is that the organisation has a 
number of self-contained groups and functions, each consisting of various departments and operating 
as a separate business centre. This self-containing nature of the divisional organisational structure has 
resulted in a strong emphasis on divisional and departmental goals, usually at the expense of the 
overall organisational goal. As such, there appears to be a more pronounced group identity than an 
overall organisational identity. 
Another consequence of the divisional organisational structure is that there is a large number of 
department heads and line managers. Although this can also be attributed to the size of the 
organisation and its global orientation. There have also been several acquisitions of a number of 
smaller companies over the years, which may have also resulted in a large number of leadership roles. 
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The many department heads and managers has therefore, resulted in short chains of command and 
although some level of bureaucracy cannot be avoided in this type of organisational structure, 
decision-making in the day-today operations appears to be swift since employees usually have to only 
report to an immediate manager. 
In addition to the project divisions is a number of staff functions, one of which is the corporate 
communications department. This is a relatively small department whose main responsibility is to 
coordinate communication from the executive management to the internal and external stakeholders. 
However, the corporate communications department plays a huge role in all organisational change 
initiatives. This is because they are the direct link between the division and the executive management 
group. Therefore, the corporate communications department plays a major role in knowledge sharing 
in the organisation, as will be explained in the later sections of this chapter. 
In terms of physical structure, KPX has offices in the EU, India and the Americas. At the head office 
in Denmark, the larger business functions occupy single buildings whilst smaller divisions occupy 
floor spaces in shared buildings. Offices consists of a mix of large open floor offices, smaller shared 
offices and individual offices mainly for managers and heads of department. There is a common 
reception area, a common canteen and a common fitness centre. It is in these areas that socialising 
and interacting with others outside of one’s department usually occurs. Other physical locations that 
foster interaction between members of the same department are the wireless printer rooms scattered 
about the buildings. However, during this study, it was observed that it is gradually becoming a 
common practice for some managers to have personal printers in their offices. This practice is of 
course having a negative effect on the occasional socialization that occurs in the printer rooms. 
 
5.2. An overview of values, norms and practices in the organisation 
One of the strategic decisions of KPX Engineering and a goal of the recent organisational restructure 
is have more focus on quality in terms of the product brands but, also in terms of overall delivery as 
an organisation.  So although employees will not characterise the working environment at KPX 
Engineering as being highly competitive, there is currently an organisational focus on employee 
delivery and results. Take for instance the following comment by a research participant on how she 
will explain the dominant characteristic of the organisation. 
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“It's not that we have a winner mentality as such, it's not competing but it's getting the job done and 
people in this organisation are so nerdy that they are actually getting a big drive from achieving 
something” (Semi-structured interview – Susan: p.1). 
Being a knowledge-intensive organisation, there is an emphasis on individual competences as well 
as on organisational learning therefore, collaboration is seen as a criterion for success. And as 
explained by another research participant, although there is some level of competition, in most of the 
divisions, the collaborative practice takes precedence over competition. 
“It [my department] is not highly competitive, it’s more collaborative and the engineer mind-set is 
very visual so people like to be informed, which is counteractive to the competitiveness” (Semi-
structured interview – Sam: p.2). 
As a relatively old organisation, there is quite a number of veteran employees who have amassed 
tremendous amounts of knowledge and skills, and are as such experts and specialists in their field. It 
is therefore an organisational norm that the old teach the new. Furthermore, a lot of the knowledge 
and competences in the organisation can only be acquired through on-the-job training so there is also 
a practice of coaching and mentoring, in addition to a number of formal training required for on-
boarding new employees. 
As explained by a general manager in the engineering department, the practice of coaching, 
mentoring, and collaborating can sometimes lead to a difference of opinions. However, it is an 
established norm that employees disagree and have different points of view on a subject. 
“There can be very hectic discussions between employees on difference of opinions or the right way 
of doing things but it’s my feeling that it’s done in a professional way. So people can disagree in a 
discussion or meeting but it doesn’t affect the next discussion – professional disagreement is well-
known and respected” (Semi-structured interview – Sam: p.5). 
The large size of the organisation and the high number of global offices, has resulted in a prominent 
reliance on rules and guidelines. Some, like the business code of conduct, are strongly enforced and 
employees are indeed required to strictly follow these rules. However, other rules and guidelines are 
followed within limits and, as explained by the head of internal communications, there is the tendency 
to do what works instead of what is expected. 
“We have all these guidelines and we have all these intentions of doing things a certain way and 
people are good at following them and they respect the guidelines as long as it makes sense but if 
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they get into a situation where the guideline is not helping the project, they are not always good at 
sticking with something because they have to or are told to, they do it if it works and if not they ignore 
it” (Semi-structured interview – Susan: p.2). 
There are also structures and chains of command for getting things done. However, there is a 
prominent informal practice of employees relying mostly on their contacts and networks in the 
various departments to side step the organisation’s relatively bureaucratic set-up. Consider the 
following comment on how an interview participant described the organisational culture. 
 “We have a saying that often [people] do not work against the organisation but the informal 
organisation is very strong so people often know who to call and do that no matter if it breaks the 
chain of command” (Semi-structured interview – Sam: p.12). 
The informal practices extend also to the dominant style of communication. So that although there 
are formal channels of communication such as through corporate news and articles on the 
organisational intranet and websites, and through department meetings, most of the communication 
is in the form of informal conversations via emails, phone calls and IMs. 
As explained earlier, the self-containing nature of the divisional organisational structure has resulted 
in a more prominent group identity than an overall organisational identity. The implication of this is 
that there is a high regard and reliance on managerial approval and mandates. Line managers have a 
lot of influence on the running of the day-to-day operations. It is an organisational norm that top 
management is viewed as an ‘outsider’ whose influence is only on a strategic level. Managers, 
therefore, play a huge role in the success of change initiatives and having a mandate or managerial 
approval is deemed vital for the success of initiatives. 
“[People] have just realized that there are two levels of reality. There is the one that I get which is the 
real framework with the guidelines and then there is asking my manager – “should I do like this or 
can I just go on in another direction”. And if the manager says something that is not aligned or 
complying with the guidelines, then you are like “he is my nearest manager so it must be complying 
with the guidelines so I will do what he says” (Semi-structured interview – Susan: p.9). 
As an organisation, there is also a high regard for adaptability and an open attitude towards change; 
values that are no less necessary for survival in the current economy.   
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“You have to be very agile because there are no set rules and so much of the knowledge sharing 
unfortunately is built on having a good network so you have to change when something happens and 
it always does” (Sisse p.2). 
It must, however, be noted that there has been a significant amount of change and restructuring in the 
recent years. For instance, there has been three rounds of massive layoffs in the last two years. As 
will be further discussed in later sessions of this chapter, these recent layoffs have had both positive 
and negative influences on how knowledge is shared in the organisation. 
Finally, as found by other research, national culture also has an influence on the overall corporate 
culture (Ardichivili et al., 2006; Kotlarsky & Oshri, 2005). For instance, at the head office in 
Denmark, the Danish low power distance and strict view of time have an overall influence on the 
perception of time and relationships, which differs from perceptions in, for example, the offices in 
Chennai (also known as Madras), India. These differences in national cultures have created and 
shaped a number of subcultures within the organisation, adding to the number of subcultures that 
have been inherited through the acquisition of smaller companies. These subcultures usually have 
unique perspectives and different attitudes to corporate initiatives. Consider the following comment 
shared by a research participant. 
“My personal opinion is that because we have mainly bought small companies, very often family 
owned companies, and we have very often kept the owner so it has not been a big change for them so 
they are still oriented at getting their own products to work” (Semi-structured interview – Susan: p.1). 
 
5.3. Addressing sub-question one 
How is knowledge perceived in KPX Engineering and how is this reflected in knowledge sharing 
norms and practices? 
 
In the chapter on the review of related literature, it has been established that perceptions of knowledge 
influence the ways in which knowledge is shared in an organisation. That is “the understanding of 
the term knowledge or at least what it means to the individual or the organisation is important because 
it affects how knowledge enters the managerial processes” (Christensen et al., 2008: p.6). 
Being a knowledge-intensive organisation, knowledge is generally considered a vital asset. However, 
there are apparent differences in what is considered useful or important knowledge, which influences 
39 
 
what remains as individual knowledge and what transforms into organisational knowledge. Based on 
the findings from this study, the perception of knowledge in the organisation and how it is reflected 
in norms and practices of knowledge sharing can be discussed at two levels. One is the organisational 
level, which represents the overall organisational culture. The other is the divisional level, which 
represents the organisational subcultures. 
 
5.3.1. Perception of knowledge and knowledge sharing practices at the organisational 
level 
As an organisation, knowledge is valued as a vital organisational asset and therefore, knowledge 
sharing is believed to be necessary for the success of the organisation. From a managerial perspective, 
structured knowledge, i.e. explicit and rule-based knowledge embedded in the organisation’s 
processes, routines, systems and tools (De Long & Fahey, 2000: p.114) is significantly considered 
important and useful knowledge. 
The size, global locations and the divisional organisational structure means nobody gets the same 
amount of information therefore, information management is deemed necessary and seen as a “path” 
for information flow in the organisation. Because of this, KPX Engineering allocates large amounts 
of resources into the collection, storage and distribution of information. Knowledge sharing, 
therefore, at the organisational level follows an artefact oriented perspective (Christensen et al., 2008: 
p.4), where emphasis is on the creation and sharing of structured knowledge. This perspective is 
evident by the large number of knowledge-sharing IT platforms, tools and databases in the 
organisation. 
Although sharing of structured knowledge is the main practice of knowledge sharing in KPX 
Engineering, a significant amount of knowledge is also shared through collaborations. A recent 
downsizing of the organisation means that there are now fewer human resources than there were in 
previous years. Employees now have to collaborate more than before and this is another way 
knowledge is shared in the organisation. Consider the following explanation by a general manager 
from the engineering department. 
“Earlier we used to have 20 people around one project now we have 10 perhaps. So everybody needs 
to borrow knowledge and therefore we need to share more to collaborate” (Semi-structured interview 
– Sam: p.3). 
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However, the organisational emphasis still remains mainly on capturing and storing of information 
to be disseminated. Knowledge sharing practices, therefore, include the creation of manuals and 
guides and other documentations. As of the time of this study, the organisation was working on a 
standard project model to be used on all projects. The idea with this is that with a single model, 
employees will follow the same procedures when working on projects and therefore it will be easier 
to share relevant information. 
On-boarding programs such as coaching and mentoring of new employees is also one of the ways 
knowledge is shared in the organisation. And as explained by a general manager from the engineering 
department, although the coaching and mentoring of employees is not at optimal levels, it is an area 
that is receiving a lot of attention lately and the organisational leaders are gradually becoming better 
at it. 
 
5.3.2. Perception of knowledge and knowledge sharing practices at the divisional level 
At the division and department levels, the perception of knowledge and the assumptions about which 
knowledge is important is based to a large extent on the nature of work. To the engineers and IT 
architects whose work are technical and context-driven, expert knowledge manifested in skills is 
prioritised whilst procedural knowledge is prioritised by project managers whose work consists 
relatively of routines. Therefore, although the overall organisational practice of codifying knowledge 
prevails at the divisional levels, the unique perceptions on what is deemed important knowledge 
influences how much emphasis is placed on the codification of information.  
These differences in what is perceived as important knowledge influences how knowledge is shared 
and the content of what is being shared. For instance, project managers from the Automation 
department whose work involves collaborating with others form different business functions and 
departments feel a lot of knowledge is lost because of poor documentation of procedures. One of the 
focus group participants from the Automation department shared the following comment.  
“Information that is shared from sales to projects is limited, we don’t know some projects or sales 
processes that have been running for one year or two years and nobody from the project side has been 
involved. This means that whatever they have been discussing, there could have been lots of 
discussions and these things do not appear in our documents, they do not appear in our scope of 
supply, which means this information is lost” (Focus group – Automation: p.3). 
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Due to the organisational approach to knowledge sharing, knowledge sharing at the divisional levels 
also takes the forms of manuals, guides and reports. That being said, an established practice of 
knowledge sharing at the divisional levels is reaching out to knowers. This is especially common in 
the specialised divisions such as IT and Engineering. Take for example, the following comment by a 
general manager from the engineering department explaining how knowledge is shared in his 
department. 
 “It is very specialised in the division functions and we have a culture that whenever you need help, 
support, mentoring or coaching that you reach out so that is what people do” (Semi-structured 
interview – Sam: p.12). 
This practice of seeking out those with knowledge is therefore an established norm and practice of 
knowledge sharing at the divisional levels in the organisation, and in the entire organisation. The 
main challenge with the practice is that it relies on a high level of transactive memory – defined as 
the set of knowledge possessed by group members coupled with an awareness of who knows what 
(Wegner, 1987 cited in Kotlarsky & Oshri, 2005: p. 39). Transactive memory generally has a positive 
influence on knowledge sharing and is argued to be key to the sharing of expert knowledge (Kotlarsky 
& Oshri, 2005: p.39). The employees of KPX Engineering generally know who the key knowledge 
owners are in their immediate networks and rely a lot on this knowledge to share information amongst 
themselves. However, the organisational structure and the large number of globally distributed teams 
makes the level of transactive memory at KPX Engineering relatively low and it has gotten lower 
now due to the recent organisation change and restructure. 
“[…] sometimes you have to traverse the hierarchies before you find who is responsible or who knows 
about it [the information being searched]. Even if we have organisational diagrams and stuff like that, 
it’s not always easy to find who to ask” (Focus group – IT: p.5). 
To deal with the low levels of transactive memory, employees rely on a snowball effect, where the 
search for information begins with one employee asking another employee who might know of 
another employee to ask who might know of another employee to ask and so on and so forth, until 
eventually somebody with the right information is reached. 
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5.4. Addressing sub-question two 
What are the key factors influencing knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering and how are these 
reflected in norms and practices? 
 
Through this study, the following have been identified as the key factors influencing knowledge 
sharing in the organisation. The factors are analysed in terms of how they have been established by 
the organisational norms and also how they are revealed through the organisational practices. 
 
5.4.1. A high regard for structured knowledge 
During the data production process, it was observed that when the research participants spoke of 
knowledge sharing, they usually meant the sharing of organised information and documents, i.e. 
codified knowledge. This view of knowledge in explicit forms reflects in the organisation’s 
understanding of knowledge sharing as a concept and knowledge sharing as practice. For instance, 
during one of the focus group discussions, participants answered “NO” to the question of whether 
there is a practice of sharing knowledge in their departments. However, as the discussion developed, 
it was revealed that the participants’ view of a lack of knowledge sharing was influenced by their 
understanding of what constitutes knowledge sharing. Take for instance the following conversation 
from one of the focus group sessions (Focus group – IT: p.3); 
 
Facilitator – “Do you think that you have a knowledge-sharing culture in your department?” 
Group – “No” 
Facilitator – “Can I ask why?” 
Participant – “Well, I don’t get my knowledge from anywhere, it is self-acquired between me and 
my teammates”. 
Facilitator – “But you see, you said between you and your teammates. To me that is knowledge 
sharing”. 
Participant – “Ok yes, but it’s not shared publicly or listed anywhere you can immediately look it 
up”. 
 
 
Variations of the above conversation occurred during other focus group discussions and also during 
the semi-structured interview sessions. This perception that knowledge is only shared when it 
involves the exchange of documents or publications is because codification of information is the main 
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practice of knowledge sharing in the organisation. However, it is not the only way knowledge is 
shared in the organisation. As a specialist and knowledge-intensive organisation, there is a significant 
amount of tacit knowledge that has been acquired by members who have been with the organisation 
for many years and although this sentient knowledge cannot easily be organised and stored, it is 
constantly been shared amongst employees. Nonetheless, as can be inferred from the above 
conversation, the sharing of tacit knowledge is taken for granted. According to Mládková (2011), this 
is a common occurrence in many organisations, i.e. “Organisations tend to underestimate it [tacit 
knowledge] and do not create or even inhibit the environment that is necessary for its sharing” 
(Mládková, 2011: p.248). 
A codification approach to sharing knowledge is a strategic decision that works in most organisations 
(Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000: p.79) and in fact, it works to some extent in KPX Engineering. 
However, this sole attention on structured knowledge is overshadowing just how much tacit 
knowledge is shared between members in the organisation. Not all knowledge can be codified and 
there is a limit to how much knowledge can be stored and standardised into organisational processes. 
Take for instance the following comment. 
“We have seen a lot of new guys come into the department and they were frustrated that we don’t 
have templates for this, we don’t have specific documentation for that. But it’s not always that easy, 
you have to use experience in most cases and you cannot put everything on paper, which is what 
management wants” (Focus group – Engineering: p.3). 
There is a need for the organisation to supplement its current approach with another strategy that 
fosters the sharing of tacit knowledge through direct contact, and the first step is to acknowledge the 
tacit dimensions of knowledge. 
 
5.4.2. An overemphasis on IT tools 
As an engineering organisation, KPX Engineering is very technology oriented and is usually a 
relatively early adopter of new business technology. It was, for instance, one of the first Danish 
organisations to adopt the SharePoint platform, which, as explained by a member of the knowledge 
management team in the IT department, fits with the divisional organisational structure because user 
groups can easily be defined and set-up. This affinity for technology and the artefact oriented 
approach to knowledge and knowledge sharing means that KPX Engineering has a preference for IT 
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tools and platforms for knowledge sharing. At the time of this study, the organisation had two main 
global platforms for knowledge sharing and an unknown number of SharePoint team sites. 
The bigger one of the two platforms is the corporate intranet platform. This is a custom built 
SharePoint-type platform where corporate news and information is shared and all business and 
corporate documents are stored. It is owned and managed by the corporate communications 
department however, there are numerous editors from the various departments who have editorial 
rights to some parts of the platform. Every division has a section on the main corporate intranet, which 
is how a division mainly communicates with other members of the organisation. 
The second is a knowledge management tool called ‘How to do’. This is owned by the quality 
department and it is meant as a database platform for employees to share manuals and guides for 
various tasks. For example, an employee in the IT department can create a how to do document on 
how to set-up a VPN connection and then upload this document on the ‘How to do’ platform to be 
shared with other employees. 
Of the two platforms, the corporate intranet is better managed and more established in the 
organisation. The diagram below shows a recent survey conducted by the corporate communications 
department to measure how often employees use the platform. 
 
 
Figure.6.1: How often employees use the main knowledge sharing platform at KPX (2015 survey conducted 
by KPX Engineering A/S) 
45 
 
In addition to the two main platforms is a plethora of SharePoint team sites and other knowledge 
management tools in the various divisions. Here, it must be noted that all the participants who took 
part in this study complained about the large number of IT tools in the organisation. 
 “[IT tools are] sort of like public announcements, we have too many of those” (Focus group – IT: 
p.2). 
As explained in the review of related literature, IT or technology in general, is relevant for knowledge 
sharing. Researchers argue that technology is crucial for effective knowledge management because 
for instance, it is the linkage of information and communication systems and therefore, eliminates the 
barriers of communication that naturally occur between different parts of the organisation (Gold, 
Malhotra & Segars, 2001: p.187). This argument is particularly true in such a global organisation 
with a divisional structure as KPX Engineering. However, in the words of Smith and McKeen (2003) 
“IT makes the connections possible that enable sharing, but in and of itself does not motivate it” 
(p.13). Unfortunately, this does not appear to be a belief shared by KPX Engineering.  
There are several IT tools in KPX Engineering and it is therefore not a surprise that the employees 
view the number of IT tools as a hindrance to effective knowledge sharing in the organisation. In fact, 
participants from the IT department had the most to say about how the many IT tools are detrimental 
to effective knowledge sharing in the organisation. For instance, during the focus group session, there 
was a lengthy discussion on Yammer, a Microsoft enterprise social network. This tool is currently 
only available to members of the IT department. When asked about the low number of users and the 
general lack of popularity of the platform, one of the participants gave the following comment, to 
which the other participants agreed with. 
“I never used it [Yammer] because it was just another tool in the line of tools we have and if we are 
both supposed to keep contact and information on Lync and stuff in our email and having our 
SharePoint services and stuff like that and suddenly another is added into this [that] you have to check 
all the time. I just didn’t” (Focus group – IT: p.11). 
Besides the feeling of one too many IT tools, focus group participants also complained about intrinsic 
issues with the current IT tools. These issues were mainly usability problems. Take for instance the 
following comment from a focus group participant explaining how a previous tool was easier to use. 
“Lotus, that was very easy to use and type in so a lot of people put in a lot of information but after 
we switched to SharePoint, myself I can’t use it” (Focus group – Automation: p.5). 
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Some complained about inadequate training for employees in using the IT tools. 
“It is not until the quality week that I attended a course in ‘How to do’ as a user. That was the first 
time I found out that if you go into this corner and click this very small icon then you can add this 
page to your favourites” (Focus group- Automation: p.5). 
Others complained about how the tools do not support collaborative work. 
“It [team sites] is just like a server, you put things on it and forget it, it’s not a collaborative platform” 
(Focus group – IT; p.9) 
“I think the problem with Yammer is that it’s not a tool for documentation, which is what it was 
advertised as. […] and it was more or less forced on us” (Focus group – IT; p.12). 
It goes without saying that IT tools play a significant role in knowledge sharing in the organisation 
however, there is a clear indication that IT is viewed by the decision-makers in the organisation as 
the source of knowledge sharing instead of as a supplement to the process of knowledge sharing. 
Therefore, as in most organisations, IT tools and platforms receive more attention and resources than 
perhaps they should. This decision is having a negative effect on knowledge sharing. As observed by 
other researchers, organisations tend to believe that the answer to knowledge sharing lies in the 
implementation of a state-of-the-art IT infrastructure. This, obviously, is not true, as witnessed from 
the situation at KPX Engineering. 
“Because all knowledge starts as information, many companies regard knowledge management as 
synonymous with information management. Carried to an extreme, such a perspective can result in 
the profoundly mistaken belief that the installation of a sophisticated information-technology 
infrastructure is the be-all and end-all to knowledge management” (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000: 
p.72). 
 
5.4.3. A practice of oversharing of information 
One of the discussion topics in the focus group sessions was about thoughts on the level of knowledge 
sharing in the organisation. It was a shared understanding that the current knowledge sharing practices 
and levels are low, but of the many reasons that were attributed to the low levels of knowledge 
sharing, one that stood out is the following comment. 
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“Right now we are drowning people with information because everything is shared, everything is 
accessible meaning that no one gets anything because they don’t know where to start and where to 
end” (Semi-structured interview – Susan: p.3). 
Since KPX Engineering consists mainly of engineers, it is a norm to ask for details, which usually 
means a ton of information. However, it has become the norm that instead of giving a specific 
information, employees would rather grant each other access to team sites. This has resulted in 
everyone sharing more information than is needed. 
At the root of the problem of oversharing is the managerial approach to knowledge sharing. The 
organisation’s codification approach means that anything and everything that is considered 
knowledge must be collected and stored. But as discussed by focus group participants, sometimes 
there really is no need to document and store information when direct exchange is more appropriate. 
“Debugging ‘Tech.5’ is a very narrow issue and I believe only two people in the organisation will 
know how to do it so where is this level of knowledge sharing? Should we not put much effort into 
sharing with the two people instead of sharing with the whole company?” […] I think management 
should know that there are these distinctions in the knowledge we need to share (Focus group – IT: 
p.20). 
The problem is then escalated by the many knowledge sharing IT tools. Firstly, these IT tools, which 
were meant to facilitate a knowledge-sharing practice have instead become archives of information. 
KPX Engineering has an established organisational norm that nothing gets deleted, so for instance, 
when documents are updated, the older versions remain kept. The result being that a lot of information 
has accumulated over the years. 
In a survey conducted by the organisation to determine the issues people face when using the 
organisations' main knowledge sharing platform, 45% of the participants answered that it was 
impossible for them to find what they were looking for. This problem is not only with the amount of 
information on the main knowledge sharing platform but also with the amount of information on the 
various SharePoint team sites. 
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Figure.6.2: Issues identified by employees when using the main knowledge sharing platform ((2015 survey 
conducted by KPX Engineering A/S) 
 
Secondly, there is no control over the content of information in terms of its quality and validity. The 
following comments from the focus group participants are good examples of this issue.  
“Take the example of ‘How to do’. It’s a big problem because there is no real structure for how to do 
it. You can actually put in whatever you like in a language that only you understand” (Focus group – 
Automation: p.5). 
“Finding something is a major pain, in my opinion, because nothing relevant shows up. Even if you 
know what you are searching for and you can pinpoint specific strings […] you can search for it and 
it still won’t show up” (Focus Group – IT: p. 9). 
The effect of the numerous knowledge sharing tools in the organisation is that employees are 
overwhelmed by the amount of information. There is simply too much information being uploaded 
onto too many platforms to the extent that it is now believed to be a wasted effort to contribute to the 
information or to search through the information. Take for instance an experience shared by one focus 
group participant from the engineering department. 
“I was asked to make a procedure for handling a problem by my chief. I talked with my colleague 
and he said ‘write four lines, nobody is ever going to have a look at it’. That’s not very motivating, 
right?” (Focus Group – Engineering: p.12). 
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This study therefore argues that an overreliance on IT infrastructure creates a knowledge sharing 
paradox, where the instrument that is fostering a knowledge sharing practice is also its main barrier. 
In the case of KPX, the practice of excessive documentation and an abundance of IT tools have, 
indeed, ensured that a lot of information is shared, but it has also resulted in a lot of knowledge getting 
lost or remaining unused because would-be receivers are not able to reach the information. 
 
5.4.4. A collaborative norm 
Being a specialist organisation, it is expected that employees are knowledgeable in their fields, which 
places a high relevance on individual knowledge. However, as a project-based organisation, 
employees’ ability to collaborate with others is much valued and seen as a key factor for success, and 
is in fact, a key contributor to knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering. Take for instance the following 
conversation with the general manager from the engineering department. 
Researcher – “In your opinion, what would it take for someone to succeed in your department?” 
Research Participant – “Knowledge sharing is very high; you need to be able to collaborate. We have 
passed the age where we had specialists on each and every area so we need to share knowledge in 
order to succeed. (Semi-structured interview – Sam: p.3) 
This collaborative norm is an inherent organisational practice and was even observed during the focus 
group sessions where participants often spoke in plurals using “we” in most cases and seldom 
answering questions with “I”. 
That being said, due to the divisional organisational structure, collaboration and the sense of 
belonging usually does not extend beyond departments and divisions. This limits the dissemination 
of knowledge. Thus, although knowledge is not regarded as individual ownership and is therefore 
freely shared amongst employees, the sharing occurs and stays within immediate colleagues. Take, 
for instance, the following comment shared by a focus group participant from the IT department. 
“I feel that between the teams we are not being able to share knowledge that effectively. I think the 
teams are more hoarding their knowledge and maybe it is because we are so wide-spread and have 
different team leads that are not in the same place so they decide we[they] will not share […] I don’t 
think the globalisation of the IT department has been able to tear these walls down”. (Focus group –
IT: p.16)  
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What this means is that while there is a high regard for group knowledge over individual knowledge, 
which is mediated by the practice of collaboration, individual knowledge does not often become 
organisational knowledge. A major example of this issue is that for an organisation that is project-
based, it is surprisingly not an established practice that project teams share lessons learned with other 
internal or external project teams. 
 “We do reviews but sharing of knowledge from the lessons learned […] we try to share with relevant 
people but it’s not a structured process to be honest as far as I know. So we do the lessons learned but 
I don’t think we are necessarily good at sharing the lessons” (Semi-structured interview – Sam: p.3). 
The reason why individual knowledge does not often become organisational knowledge is not only 
due to the organisational structure but due also to the way knowledge is created in the organisation. 
As a project-based organisation, knowledge creation is usually context specific, which makes it rather 
difficult to share knowledge learned from projects, because projects usually vary from one to the 
other. 
It must, however, be acknowledged that the organisation addresses the sharing of project-based 
experiences through its established standard processes of documenting individual knowledge into 
structured knowledge. This to some degree mitigates the problem of sharing knowledge from projects 
but as argued by most researchers, “human knowledge transferred into databases is really information 
until interpreted by others with the experience and skills to apply it in a different context” (De Long 
& Fahey, 2000: p.118). Here, what is worth noting is that the problem is not a lack of skills and 
expertise to apply structured knowledge. It is, instead, a matter of people not being aware of the 
existence of such knowledge simply because it is not the norm to seek beyond one’s immediate 
department. 
 
5.4.5. Trust and respect 
Closely related to the collaborative norm, is the role of trust and mutual respect amongst employees. 
As a specialist organisation, employees are highly skilled and knowledgeable in their fields and 
therefore it is important that they have a high opinion of each other. 
“Some of these people, especially the engineers but also the IT people, are so very nerdy so if they 
work with someone that they respect then it's definitely a team work. But if they don’t feel that they 
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get what they need, for instance from a group function, or from their colleagues from another 
department, they will just go and do it on their own” (Semi-structured interview – Susan: p.1). 
Therefore, trust and mutual respect amongst employees are key enablers of knowledge sharing in the 
organisation. And according to research participants, there is an established trust amongst employees. 
Consider the following comment on how the respecting environment encourages employees to ask 
each other for help.  
“I think the respect culture we have is a very good vibe because when you contact a colleague you 
are basically saying I don’t know anything about what I’m asking you. So you are vulnerable, he 
could smack you in the face and say I don’t know. But in this regard, we’ve got some respect” (Focus 
group – Engineering: p.10). 
One research participant, however, argued that although trust levels amongst employees is high, the 
issue is with the delegation of tasks, which is usually seen as the shirking of responsibilities. So in 
some instances where employees need to collaborate on a project, some employees hold on to 
information because they are sceptical about letting go of a responsibility.  
 
5.4.6. Insufficient communication and a lack of social interactions amongst divisions 
At the organisational level, the corporate communications department controls the flow of 
information in the organisation, i.e. it owns and manages the corporate intranet, which is the 
organisation’s main knowledge sharing platform. But due to the self-contained nature of the divisions, 
there is no control over communication between the divisions in the sense that, the frequency, content 
and mode of communication is a departmental decision. This has led to disparities in the levels of 
communication in the departments; some communicate more frequently than others do.  
Although KPX Engineering has a strong informal culture, there is very little interaction between 
departments and sometimes between members of the same department, except for instances when a 
project team consists of members from different departments. However, even in such instances the 
interaction is limited to the team members. Consider the following comment from a focus group 
participant from the Automation department. 
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“Our organisation is very strong project by project but between projects and across projects, it is very 
weak; if you have an experience from one project, the likelihood of that migrating to another project 
is very weak” (Focus group – Automation: p.13). 
This lack of interaction between departments, brought on by the divisional organisational structure, 
is a major drawback to knowledge sharing initiatives in the organisation. Because, as established in 
the knowledge sharing literature, knowledge is a social construction hence, knowledge sharing 
primarily occurs through human interaction and oral conversations. 
Given the relatively small size of the corporate communications department, their efforts in 
establishing some level of communication within divisions and encouraging social interactions 
between the divisions must be acknowledged. One key effort is establishing a mandatory quarterly 
meeting within the divisions, so that at least once every four months, every division holds a town hall 
meeting to discuss on-going projects and new developments. Although these meetings are mainly 
used by leaders to inform about strategic decisions, it provides a rare instance for some employees to 
interact. 
Friday-morning breakfast meeting is also another established organisational practice that encourages 
social interactions, though this is usually on a smaller scale. Every Friday morning, team members 
and department members meet to share breakfast. It is usually an informal meeting and a social 
gathering, but some managers take the opportunity to invite employees from other divisions to share 
information and expertise. This, however, is the extent of “planned” social interaction between the 
divisions. There have been some attempts by individuals to start up communities of practice but these 
fizzle out due to several reasons, of which the lack of support is key. 
“There are some few sporadic ones but nothing structured. They [Communities of practice] do not 
survive long, at least not in this area. There needs to be a driver and if that person doesn’t hold the 
torch then it stops” (Semi-structured interview – Sam: p.11). 
The global locations also inhibit social interactions and communication between employees have 
gotten worse due to recent cost saving measures. Consider the following comment by a focus group 
participant from the IT department. 
“For me it’s like due to the cost savings and stuff like that we don’t get to meet our colleagues in 
India as often as we did before and that definitely is an issue” (Focus group – IT: p.19). 
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In addition to the global location, the distances between some of the divisions that are situated in the 
same location is also a hindrance to frequent interaction. For instance, at the head office in Denmark, 
the Automation department is located in a different building far enough from the engineering 
department and this, as expressed in the following comment, affects knowledge sharing between the 
two departments. 
“Earlier, we had the Automation people who are doing the control system for us sitting next to us in 
the same room on the same floor. Now, they are in a completely different part of the company, which 
has created huge problems” (Focus group – Engineering: p.8). 
The effect of a reverse situation was shared by focus group participants from the IT department. They 
remarked that now that they sit in an open office, it is easier for them to interact with each other and 
to share knowledge. 
 
5.4.7. Managers as key enablers of knowledge sharing 
Managers in KPX Engineering play a key role in initiating norms and practices in the organisation. 
This is because, as explained earlier, the divisional organisational structure has resulted in several 
departments and teams, which has resulted in a high regard for managerial approvals and mandates. 
In addition to this norm, because of the organisation’s codification approach, knowledge sharing is 
seen as an extra task – i.e. creating a document or a report on a work process – and for this extra task 
to be carried out it must be mandated and approved by managers. Take for instance, the following 
comment by a research participant on why knowledge sharing initiatives fail in the organisation.  
“Employees can’t drive it by themselves because they are responsible for the amount of hours they 
put into different tasks so it has to be the manager that says this is something we prioritise and I 
actually want you to spend that hour […]. It needs to be approved by managers” (Semi-structured 
interview – Susan: p.10). 
Managers are also the initiators and facilitators of department meetings, which are, in some cases, the 
only ways information is shared between different teams in the department. During the focus group 
discussions, participants mentioned how they have come to rely on these meetings to hear about 
developments and issues in other projects other than their own. 
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Because of the influence managers have on knowledge sharing in the organisation, the corporate 
communications department works closely with them to improve communication within and between 
departments. They assist them in scheduling regular meetings and provide them with communication 
materials and training on a regular basis. 
 
5.4.8. A “hero culture” – an overreliance on knowledge owners 
A “hero culture” is a maturity level term used in the business management literature to describe 
business processes. One definition of the term is that it is “an organisation, or a functional area of the 
organisation, that is run by a group of hard-working, highly talented “heroes” on sheer strength, will 
and knowledge” (Procter, 2014: p.6). This definition, to a large extent, is not the situation of business 
processes at KPX Engineering. However, in terms of organisational knowledge, KPX Engineering 
shares a characteristic of the hero culture in the sense that, knowledge is not evenly disseminated 
amongst members of the organization instead, it resides in the minds of a few individuals (Procter, 
2014: p.1). 
In one of the focus group discussions, participants were asked to describe how issues are solved in 
their department. They responded with the following comment; 
“When we have a problem, we ask Hansen and then the problem is solved” (focus group – 
Engineering: p.1). 
This statement is, of course, an oversimplification of how the team solves issues, but what it implies 
is that there is an individual, in this case Hansen, who has been in the team the longest, and on whom 
the others rely for knowledge. As a matter of fact, there are a number of “Hansens” in the various 
parts of the organisation who have been in the organisation for several years and have therefore 
accumulated experiences and knowledge over the years. These employees are known by their 
colleagues as knowledgeable and knowledge owners, i.e. the go-to person. They are the knowledge 
“heroes” but, as expressed by one focus group participant, because there is usually one “Hansen” that 
everyone else relies on, his absence creates a “big black hole”. 
“[…] that is the dangerous thing because one person knowing a lot of things is a key person but what 
happens when that person leaves? Then you have a big black hole” (Focus group – Automation: p.6). 
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Because knowledge resides in individuals, it is to be expected that employees take their knowledge 
with them when they leave an organisation. Therefore, organisations must be able to capture these 
individual knowledge and experiences, and change them into organisational knowledge (Jones & 
Leonard, 2009: p.27). The codification approach at KPX Engineering is a way the organisation 
ensures that knowledge and experience does not only reside with the “Hansens”, but this approach is 
obviously not enough. These employees need to be officially recognised and put at the forefront of 
knowledge sharing initiatives, either through mentoring or coaching others so that they are not the 
sole owners of knowledge in the organisation. 
The other aspect of this “hero culture” is that with time, the heroes begin to count the cost of being 
the only ones contributing to a public good. Knowledge sharing, like any human exchange, is 
regulated by acts of reciprocity (Christensen, 2005: p.8). Yes, in most instances heroes freely give 
and are satisfied by the gratitude of others but more often than not, there is the feeling of being the 
only one contributing. Take for instance the following comment shared by a focus group participant. 
“It is a problem if you think that you are sharing and the others are not, and that’s maybe the way I 
feel sometimes. That I do a lot of knowledge sharing but I don’t get anything back” (Focus group – 
IT: p.19). 
This feeling may not be shared by most but there is the possibility that someday more people will 
come to the same realisation. All employees need to be empowered to share their knowledge with 
others so that those who are already doing so do not feel taken advantage of. 
 
5.4.9. The role of recent layoffs  
A technique used in this study to start a dialogue with research participants was to ask the question, 
would you say you have a knowledge sharing culture? It is, indeed, a vague question and it was meant 
to explore how knowledge sharing is interpreted by the various research participants. Answers to the 
question varied from a simple Yes or No, to elaborate explanations like the following. 
Researcher – “Would you say you have a knowledge sharing culture in your department?” 
Research Participant – “Not to the degree that I put on the phrase but yes. To the local environment I 
think they are fairly good at knowledge sharing. It’s declining though due to the market situation. We 
have had a number of layoffs in Denmark and people have become more insecure and that affects the 
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will to share. Generally speaking, I think we share knowledge fairly well but it is on a lower level 
right now than it has been for some years” (Semi-structured interview – Sam: p.2). 
This was the second time a research participant had used the word insecure, but this time, it was used 
in relation to the recent layoffs – KPX Engineering has gone through a major organisational 
restructure, which has led to a number of promotions, demotions and three major rounds of layoffs in 
the last two years. After the above interview, research participants were asked if the recent layoffs 
have had any consequences on knowledge sharing practices. It was also necessary to explore the 
subject because some of the changes and restructuring occurred during the course of this study and it 
was observed that these changes did not only alter the organisational environment but also redefined 
some aspects of the organisational culture such as, job security and the perceptions towards the 
ownership of knowledge. 
Based on the discussions by research participants it appears the recent layoffs have affected 
knowledge sharing in two main ways. Firstly, because of the changes in roles and responsibilities, 
transactive memory, in terms of knowing who knows what, is relatively lower than before. What this 
means is that employees have to reassess their current knowledge of where to seek information and 
who the current knowledge owners are. 
Secondly, the redefinition of roles and responsibilities have also meant that some tasks have been 
moved to new locations and the previous owners made redundant. This has resulted in a sense of 
insecurity since nobody knows who will be laid off next. Take for instance the following explanation 
from a general manager in the engineering department.  
“What has happened is that we are adding resources in India and we are removing resources in the 
western countries. So there is a growing insecurity if we are about to close down western offices and 
moving all the knowledge to India so that affects knowledge sharing negatively” (Semi-structured 
interview – Sam: p.3). 
In addition to relocating tasks, some departments are also now responsible for training new employees 
who will be taking over the newly relocated tasks. For example, one of the focus group participants 
from the IT department is now part of a small team in the Danish office training a bigger team in 
India that will be handling tasks relocated from the Danish office to India. He shared the following 
comment about his current predicament. 
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“We are doing a lot to mature our colleagues in India and one of the problems is if I do my job well, 
I won’t be needed here anymore because they can take over my job. It’s a funny situation but actually 
I will do it anyway the best I can” (Focus group – IT: p.18). 
Inasmuch as some research participants agreed that the recent layoffs may have resulted in employees 
holding on to their knowledge to secure their jobs, or that at least employees are having reservations 
about sharing what they know, other research participants felt differently. 
Focus group participants from the engineering department felt that due to the recent downsizing, it 
has become easier to share knowledge. One participant shared the following, to which his colleagues 
agreed.  
“There are fewer people in the department so it’s easier to share knowledge” (Focus group – 
Engineering, p.2).   
Upon reflection, the above is an argument that can be made of the entire organisation because as 
mentioned, one of the problems with knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering has been difficulties in 
identifying the right people. So that, now with fewer roles, it is relatively easier to reach someone 
with information. 
Secondly, fewer numbers have also meant that there is now collaboration between employees who 
otherwise did not have to work together, which means that there is more interaction and therefore 
more knowledge sharing. Furthermore, teams now consist of fewer employees and it has become 
necessary for employees to know more than just their own fields of expertise. 
Thirdly, as explained by one interview participant, there is more knowledge sharing in her department 
because they all have new roles, which are not yet established. 
“We have brand new roles and nobody knows what they are going to be like so we try to talk a lot 
together and listen to what others have made with success” (Semi-structured interview – Mette, p.8).  
So the recent layoffs and changes have left employees feeling insecure about their positions, which 
in turn have left some employees hesitant about sharing knowledge. However, this study also argues 
that the recent layoffs may have strengthened the relationships between those that have been left 
behind, like the last remaining soldiers on a battlefield, so to speak. This new sense of solidarity has 
led to more interactions and more knowledge sharing. 
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6. Discussion and Reflections 
Having analysed the research data in the previous chapter, this chapter discusses the research findings 
and reflects on the choices made in this study. 
The chapter begins with an overall discussion of the research findings, which is followed by a 
discussion of the theoretical contributions of this study to the current knowledge on the role of 
organisational culture in knowledge sharing. Following this is a discussion of the practical 
contributions of the research findings and suggestions for the organisation in focus. The final part of 
the chapter reflects on the research choices and their implications. 
 
6.1. Discussion of the research findings 
Through a review of theory and research on knowledge sharing in organisations, Ipe (2003: p.343) 
identified that knowledge sharing between individuals in organisations is influenced by four overall 
factors. The first factor is the nature of knowledge, i.e. how tacit or explicit is the knowledge being 
shared? The second factor is the employees’ motivation to share. The third factor is the opportunities 
provided by the organisation to foster sharing. The fourth factor is the culture of the work 
environment, which encompasses and influences the other three factors. On a theoretical level, these 
are, indeed, the factors influencing knowledge sharing at KPX Engineering. However, these factors 
manifest in ways that are specific to KPX’s organisational culture. 
Knowledge sharing is valued at KPX Engineering and the organisation has gone a long way to make 
knowledge sharing part of its practice; it appears the sharing of ideas and knowledge comes natural 
to the employees, and because of that, knowledge sharing is not seen as a forced practice. There are 
nuances in the organisational subcultures, which reflect mainly in differences in perceptions of what 
is viewed as important knowledge in the divisions and at the overall organisational level. These 
differences in perceptions determine how knowledge is shared between individuals in the 
organisation. However, the factors that influence knowledge sharing in the organisation stem from 
the elements from the overall organisational culture. 
As a project-based organisation, collaboration is highly valued and therefore, there is an established 
collaborative norm, which fosters a knowledge sharing practice. This reinforces the argument that 
when organisations make collaborating and teamwork a part of their organisational practices, it 
mitigates the knowledge sharing pitfall that is usually brought on by expert employees preferring not 
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to share their ideas with others because they feel the others have nothing to offer (Jones & Leonard: 
2009: p.33). Suffice it to say this is not the situation at KPX Engineering where the organisation’s 
collaborative norm puts an equal value on every employee input. 
The organisational norm of openness to other ideas and valuing the other’s expertise has resulted in 
an environment where employees trust and respect each other. This trust and mutual respect is in 
relation to the perception of the reliability of the information being shared but also the vulnerability 
that comes with one employee asking another for their expert opinion. In addition to the trusting 
environment, competition amongst employees is relatively low so the concept of “knowledge is 
power” does not prevail. In fact, it is quite the opposite. The most knowledgeable employees are not 
officially recognised and rewarded for their individual knowledge instead, knowledge from these 
employees are expected to naturally diffuse to others in the organisation. 
Although knowledge sharing is an established practice in KPX Engineering, the practice only extends 
to information technology and how it can be used to codify knowledge. The organisation appears to 
operate under the assumption that the more information it collects and stores in database systems, the 
more knowledge it possesses. KPX Engineering therefore, follows a strict codification approach in 
channelling individual knowledge into organisational knowledge. The organisation’s value for 
structured knowledge and knowledge sharing IT tools and infrastructure is, in fact, its main barrier to 
its knowledge sharing initiatives. The issue here is that the organisation seems to believe that 
information management is synonymous with knowledge sharing. This coupled with the emphasis on 
documenting manuals for organisational processes has created a problem of oversharing and a 
paradox, where the IT tools and platforms that have been implemented to foster a knowledge sharing 
practice are also the biggest inhibitors of knowledge sharing in the organisation. 
Based on the research findings, it is the understanding in this study that at the root of the issue is the 
organisation’s perception and understanding of knowledge. As an organisation, knowledge is 
perceived in its explicit forms and therefore, knowledge sharing is understood, by both individual 
employees and as a collective, as the sharing of codified information between employees. This is an 
interesting contradiction to Lin’s (2007: p.137) view that knowledge sharing for the individual 
employee is talking to a colleague to help get something done while knowledge sharing to the 
organisation is making codified knowledge from one employee available to another. It appears that 
for KPX Engineering, knowledge sharing is understood, at all levels, to mean the exchange of 
codified information. Which is not to say that the employees and the organisation, for that matter, is 
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ignorant of the sharing of knowledge that occurs through direct conversation, far from it. It is, in fact, 
an organisational norm for employees to share experience-based knowledge through direct 
interaction. However, during this study, it was observed that this practice is not regarded as 
knowledge sharing. Not to a large extent. The organisation does not acknowledge the tacit dimensions 
of knowledge and therefore the sharing of tacit knowledge is taken for granted or seen as a natural 
occurrence, which does not need fostering. 
KPX Engineering, like all organisations, consists of people as such, communication and social 
interactions are a natural occurrence, but extra efforts must be put into enhancing and creating an 
environment that allows for constant communication and social interaction amongst employees. This 
is simply because communication and social interaction are the most effective ways to share tacit 
knowledge. They are at the core of knowledge sharing and therefore, “building an effective social 
ecology – that is, the social environment within which people operate – is a crucial requirement for 
effective knowledge management (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000: p.71). 
It is true that KPX Engineering is stymied by its global locations and divisional organisational 
structure, but it must at least strive to improve the levels of interaction between employees in the 
same locations. It can begin by encouraging and supporting the establishment of communities of 
practise because as explained by research participants, the primary reason why knowledge-sharing 
communities fail is due to a lack of support from the organisation. Sharing of tacit knowledge is 
indeed a by-product of employees working together but other and several opportunities must be 
created for these interactions to occur frequently. 
The naive assumption that employees are predisposed to sharing knowledge without much effort on 
the organisation’s part also extends to how explicit knowledge is shared in the organisation. To a 
large extent, the organisation succeeds in getting employees to codify their tacit knowledge, but the 
act of turning this information into organisational knowledge ends with the storing of the codified 
information in a database system. Whether another employee uses the information is left to chance 
so that, in essence, the original employee who codified his knowledge is still the only one who 
possesses that knowledge. 
KPX Engineering must be applauded for its efforts in establishing a knowledge sharing practice but 
these efforts are thwarted simply because all emphases and resources are channelled into IT tools and 
platforms. Currently, the organisation has put very little efforts into creating an environment that will 
foster the direct sharing of unstructured knowledge and even less efforts have been put into 
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embedding the structured knowledge currently accumulating on the many IT tools and platforms into 
organisational processes or context-based best practices.  
 
6.2. Theoretical contributions 
This study reinforces some well-known themes in the relationship between organisational culture and 
knowledge sharing however, the study has also revealed some organisational culture elements that 
were not identified in the knowledge sharing literature. 
 
The main points reinforced by this study. 
The first point reinforced by this study is that an organisation’s culture and subcultures shape the 
perception of knowledge and influences not only the extent of knowledge sharing, but also how 
knowledge is shared in the organisation. 
The second point reinforced in this study is that organisations with an established collaborative norm 
foster a knowledge sharing practice, and in such organisations, the employees see knowledge sharing 
as a natural organisational process. 
The third point reinforced in this study is the importance of trust and respect as enablers of knowledge 
sharing in organisations; employees in a trusting and a less competitive environment freely share 
knowledge without fear of jeopardizing their job security. 
Finally, this study reinforces the role of leadership and managerial support in knowledge sharing. 
Managers in KPX Engineering are aware of their influence in the success of organisational initiatives 
and have therefore, accepted their roles as key enablers of knowledge sharing. 
 
Revelations by this study. 
The relation between identity, image and organisational culture has been studied by researchers such 
as Hatch & Schultz (1997) however, not much has been noted about the effects group identity have 
on knowledge sharing within an organisation (Argote & Ingram, 2000: p.164). One of the significant 
revelations in this study is that in an organisation where employees identify more with their immediate 
group or department, individual knowledge does not usually become organisational knowledge. In 
62 
 
the case of KPX Engineering, the main reason for this is the divisional organisational structure and 
the lack of communication between the divisions. 
Another significant revelation in this study is that a major organisational change such as mass layoffs 
is both an inhibitor and an enabler of knowledge sharing in an organisation. On one hand, employees 
are insecure about their position in the organisation and therefore, are hesitant about sharing their 
knowledge but on the other hand, the downsizing has meant more collaboration and has brought about 
a feeling of solidarity. 
A final significant contribution from this study is that in attempting to establish a knowledge sharing 
culture through codification, an organisation stands the risk of establishing a practice of oversharing 
of information, which is, indeed, detrimental to effective knowledge sharing. In the case of KPX 
Engineering, it appears a lot of knowledge gets lost or remains unused because employees are 
drowning in a sea of information. 
 
6.3. Practical contributions 
Knowledge sharing is without a doubt an established practice at KPX Engineering. That being said, 
as shown by this study, KPX Engineering still has a long way to go. The situation is not yet dire and 
a few things can be done to mitigate the current predicaments in which KPX Engineering finds itself. 
First and most importantly, the organisation needs to recognise IT simply as a tool that aids 
knowledge sharing and not the cause of knowledge sharing. It is easier for employees to share explicit 
knowledge using IT tools, but employees do not share knowledge as a consequence of implementing 
an IT infrastructure. 
The second step is that KPX Engineering needs to give more attention and allocate resources to 
enhancing the direct sharing of knowledge between employees. Communication and social 
interactions between the divisions and amongst members of the same division need to be improved. 
The third step is that KPX Engineering needs to acknowledge that not all knowledge can be 
documented and needs to be documented but should knowledge be documented, it must be to a 
defined standard in terms of relevance and usefulness. It must be recognised that even some explicit 
knowledge is embedded knowledge, i.e. context dependent and narrowly applicable (Weiss, 1999 
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cited in Ipe, 2003: p.344) and therefore, the knowledge sharing approach should match the type of 
knowledge being shared. 
Following the third step, KPX Engineering needs to have a follow-through after knowledge has been 
codified. Knowledge sharing does not end when tacit knowledge has been collected and stored in a 
database system, at this stage it is still only information, which only becomes knowledge when it has 
been, for instance, incorporated into the organisation’s processes and incorporated with the 
employees’ personal experiences and needs. 
The fifth step is that knowledge owners need to be formally recognised and included in knowledge 
sharing initiatives. Knowledge sharing must be acknowledged as an act of reciprocity and therefore, 
all employees should be encouraged to share and contribute to the collective knowledge so that key 
contributors do not feel exploited. 
Last but not the least, the current codification approach needs to be supplemented with another 
approach that recognises the relationship between the various types of knowledge and the importance 
of the role of both human and technology in effective knowledge sharing.  
 
6.4. Reflections on the research choices 
As explained in previous chapters, this study argues that an organisation is a culture and also has a 
culture and as such, organisational culture is not something that can be quantified instead, it can only 
be experienced as one becomes part of the organisation. As such, although the interviews and focus 
group sessions were conducted within a period of one month, the researcher spent six months as a 
student assistant at KPX Engineering prior to the start of this study and remained a member of the 
organisation three months into the study. Therefore, the understanding of some aspects of the 
organisational culture are based on the researcher’s personal perspectives and experiences from being 
a member of the organisation. This was an advantage in several ways, but this study agrees with 
Alvesson (2003) that personal involvement in a research is both a resource and a liability (p.167). 
On the point of personal involvement as a resource, in addition to gaining a first-hand experience of 
the organisational culture, another advantage was that being a member of the organisation meant that 
research participants felt more comfortable in conversation with the researcher and did not regard the 
researcher as an outsider. On the point of personal involvement as a liability, according to Alvesson 
(2003), the drawbacks of being part of the organisation one is researching are the problems of blind 
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spots and the possibility of omitting “dark” aspects of the culture (p.181). Whilst this fact cannot be 
confirmed in this study, it can be acknowledged that yes, being “too close” to the organisation may 
have resulted in some biases. For instance, based on insider knowledge acquired from being part of 
the organisation, the researcher chose some of the research participants based on a prior knowledge 
of their views on knowledge sharing in the organisation. However, as far as possible, this report has 
not been a too flattering or an overly grim representation of the research findings. 
In terms of the research methodology, following an abductive mode of study meant viewing the 
research participants as co-producers of knowledge. Therefore, unlike positivistic studies where the 
researcher views the other as an informant to do research on, this researcher viewed the other as a 
participant to do research with, which is why throughout this report; the term research participant has 
been used instead of the term informant. That being said, this study acknowledges that during the 
focus group discussions, it was easier to maintain the co-producers of knowledge relationship, and in 
fact, in some instances the researcher was more of a focus group participant than a facilitator. This, 
however, was not the experience during the semi-structured interview sessions, which required more 
efforts to maintain a subject-subject relationship. This is because interviews, by their nature, create a 
subject-object relationship, i.e. “the interviewer rules the interview” and “the interview is a one-way 
dialogue” (Kvale, 2006: 484). As such, although most questions were formulated using the first 
person plural pronoun, we, such as in “would you say we have a knowledge sharing practice in the 
organization”; in some instances, the second person plural, you, was the natural choice, as in “would 
you say you have a knowledge sharing culture”. 
In all the semi-structured interviews and focus group sessions, the research participants where 
engaged through a show of empathy and dialogic conversation. Some researchers argue that this 
technique does not present a “realistic” picture since the show of empathy may trigger sympathy from 
research participants and lead them into wanting to agree and please the researcher (Alvesson, 2003: 
p.170). This is not what is believed to have occurred in this study and therefore, this study disagrees 
with the argument that the show of empathy and a dialogic approach leads to participants wanting to 
please the researcher. Instead, this study argues that the dialogic approach and show of empathy led 
to the co-creation and (re)negotiating of meanings. A significant example can be seen in the dialogue 
below. 
Facilitator – “Do you think that you have a knowledge-sharing culture in your department?” 
Group – “No” 
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Facilitator – “Can I ask why?” 
Participant – “Well, I don’t get my knowledge from anywhere; it is self-acquired between me and 
my teammates”. 
Facilitator – “But you see, you said between you and your teammates to me that is knowledge 
sharing”. 
Participant – “Ok yes, but it’s not shared publicly or listed anywhere you can immediately look it 
up”. 
 
As can be observed in the above example, the research participant did not abandon his initial thoughts 
in order to agree with the researcher instead, he reconsidered his response as the conversation 
developed and through this, the true meaning of his response was revealed. 
In terms of the data analysis, as explained earlier, the approach of this study was to identify aspects 
of knowledge sharing in an analysis of the core values, norms and practices of the organisation. This 
meant reading several materials on the subject in order to know and understand how others have 
studied the topic and to understand how knowledge sharing occurs in organisations, i.e. the enablers 
and inhibitors. This was the purpose of the chapter on the review of related literature. With such an 
extensive exposure to the subject, and a theoretical understanding of the concepts being studied, the 
researcher was more perceptive in analysing aspects of the research data that otherwise would have 
gone unnoticed. This fits with the pragmatic ontological approach followed in this study, which is the 
understanding that although the reality of knowledge cannot be discovered to an absolute certainty, 
its truth can be judged based on what is already known. That being said, this study stands by the 
argument that knowledge and sense making is a subjective interpretation. As such, the researcher’s 
analysis should be viewed as a subjective interpretation of the research data, from which there can be 
other conceivable interpretations. 
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7. Conclusion 
This study was based on an understanding that there is a fundamental relationship between 
organisational culture and knowledge sharing in which, one cannot be explained without the other. 
As such, to understand why knowledge is not being effectively shared in KPX Engineering, one must 
firstly understand the influence of elements of the organisational culture. Therefore, the research 
question explored in this study was – How do elements of organisational culture influence knowledge 
sharing in a knowledge-intensive organisation? In addressing the research question, this study has 
used a case study approach to explore the role of organisational culture on knowledge sharing in a 
knowledge-intensive organisation. 
Following a social constructionism epistemology and an abductive research methodology, three focus 
groups, four semi-structure interviews and observation methods were used to co-produce data with 
employees of KPX Engineering. The analysis of the data produced was based on the foundations of 
the theory of communities of practice as a theoretical construct for knowledge sharing in 
organisations and Schein’s three levels of organisational culture model as a context within which to 
view and analyse organisational culture. In addition to these two theoretical backgrounds is a 
conceptual framework developed by De long & Fahey (2010), which was used to understand the 
relationship between organisational culture and knowledge sharing. The following are the 
conclusions from this study on how the elements of organisational culture influence knowledge 
sharing at KPX Engineering. 
As an organisation, KPX Engineering values and perceives knowledge as a vital organisational asset 
and as such, knowledge sharing is an established organisational practice that is supported by the 
organisation’s collaborative norm and trusting environment. KPX Engineering follows an artefact 
oriented approach to knowledge sharing, which means that the organisation prioritises structured 
knowledge and places emphasis on the documentation of explicit knowledge. Therefore, the main 
knowledge sharing practice at KPX Engineering involves employees sharing codified information 
such as, user guides and manuals.  
The perception of knowledge in its explicit forms and the codified knowledge sharing practice 
prevails in the divisions but with varying degrees. This is because what is considered important 
knowledge and how it is shared varies from one division to the other. The specialised divisions, such 
as the IT and engineering departments, place more emphasis on direct interaction whilst the 
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procedural divisions prefer the documentation of processes. These conflicts in knowledge sharing 
styles negatively influence the extent to which knowledge is shared between the divisions. 
Since KPX Engineering is an engineering organisation, it has a high affinity for technology. This 
coupled with the organisation’s high regard for structured knowledge has resulted in an overemphasis 
on IT tools to the extent that it appears knowledge sharing is synonymous with information 
management. The organisation appears to be of the view that knowledge sharing is a result of IT tools 
and therefore, the more IT tools there are, the more knowledge is shared. This is obviously not the 
case. Instead, the many IT tools have resulted in low transactive memory because they have become 
huge archives of information. Therefore, the employees avoid using the IT tools and consider it a 
burden to have to sieve through a lot of information in search of knowledge. 
KPX Engineering’s approach of codifying knowledge to disseminate across the organisation is so 
predominant that the direct sharing of tacit knowledge amongst employees is taken for granted. This 
sole reliance on an artefact oriented approach to knowledge sharing has not proven to be effective 
and it is obvious that the approach needs to be supplemented with another that focuses on social 
interactions and communication. KPX Engineering appears to have a naive view that employees are 
predisposed to share tacit knowledge and therefore, very little is done by the organisation to create an 
environment that fosters direct interaction between employees. In the rare instances that employees 
create communities of practice, they fizzle out due to a lack of support. 
Furthermore, the global locations and the divisional organisational structure have resulted in 
insufficient communication and a lack of social interactions amongst employees. These breakdowns 
in the communication process in the organisation limits the knowledge sharing practices.  While there 
is an organisational practice of frequent departmental meetings, which enable interactions between 
employees and leads to knowledge sharing, these interactions do not usually extend beyond 
immediate groups and departments. This is because it is not the norm that employees look beyond 
their immediate group or department in their search for knowledge. Hence, group knowledge rarely 
becomes organisational knowledge.  
Also influencing knowledge sharing in KPX Engineering is the organisation’s “hero culture”. The 
practice of knowledge sharing in the organisation is centred on a few veteran employees who have 
amassed skills and experiences over the years and therefore, serve as sources of knowledge. The 
reliance on these employees means that their absence from the organisation creates a knowledge 
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deficit. However, there are currently no formal plans to channel these individual knowledges into 
organisational knowledge. 
Finally, the effects of recent layoffs appear to have influenced knowledge sharing in the organisation 
both negatively and positively. On the one hand, some employees are insecure about their positions 
in the organisation and are hence sceptical about sharing their knowledge while on the other hand, 
fewer employees has meant more collaborative practices and therefore, more knowledge sharing. 
 
7.1. Suggestions for future studies 
Many researchers have explored the role of organisational culture on knowledge sharing but the topic 
could benefit from more views from the communication studies discipline. This study has shed some 
light on how limitations in communication connections influence knowledge sharing in one 
organisation. Future studies can use a multiple case study approach to expand on the findings from 
this study. 
One of the limitations of this study is that like others, it merely hinted at the influence of national 
culture on organisational culture and its subsequent influence on knowledge sharing. Future 
researchers should give more attention to the role of national culture and its effects on knowledge 
sharing in a global organisation.  
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9. Dissemination article and synopsis 
 
Where is the article published? Why there? 
I believe the article will benefit from publication in Prosabladet because the point the article is trying 
to make is that knowledge management is usually associated with information management and 
therefore, the implementation of IT tools. As such, since PROSA is a union for IT professionals, who 
are usually the ones in organisations that advocate the most for knowledge sharing tools, they might 
find the results of my study relevant. 
Another reason for choosing Prosabladet is that it reaches both professionals and students and as such, 
it serves as a platform to reach companies who may benefit from the results of the case study and also 
students who may be interested to know about a new research in the field and a possible research area 
in their studies. 
I would like to note however, that publications in Prosabladet are usually in Danish as such, the article 
would have to be translated to Danish if it should be published in Prosabladet. 
 
Who is the target audience? 
The article is targeted at corporate organisations with knowledge management programs and others 
who are yet to implement knowledge management as part of their operations. The reason for choosing 
this audience is that while academic research has come a long way from thinking knowledge sharing 
synonymous with information management, corporate organisations are yet to come to this 
realisation. Therefore, this article is aimed at making corporate organisations aware of the detrimental 
effects of an overemphasis on IT tools and platforms for knowledge sharing, and the consequence of 
a practice of oversharing of information. 
 
How is the article made appealing or relevant to the target audience? 
I have attempted to follow the layout style of the articles published in Prosabladet. However, I have 
also relied on a few print media communication skills. First, the article is short and concise for easy 
reading. Secondly, I have chosen a thought-provoking title to arouse curiosity. I have also made use 
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of bold fonts to highlight and isolate the main point I wish to make. This is because most readers skim 
through an article to determine its relevance before committing to reading the article in its entirety. 
 
What will the target group get out of the article? 
By reading this article and possibly my thesis report, organisations will reconsider their knowledge 
sharing initiatives and adopt a more communicative and people oriented approach to knowledge 
sharing.  Furthermore, the article may be grounds for researchers and practitioners to debate the point 
at which information becomes “too much information”. 
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Drowning in a sea of information 
 
 
 
 
Over the years, organisations have come to recognise that 
knowledge sharing is vital for organisational growth and leads to 
competitive advantage. Therefore, most organisations, especially 
knowledge-intensive organisation who rely on knowledge sharing 
more than other organisations do, have established initiatives to 
make knowledge sharing part of their operations. 
 
While such initiatives and efforts must be applauded, most 
organisations seem to think knowledge sharing synonymous with 
information management and therefore believe that the more 
knowledge sharing IT tools they implement, the more knowledge is 
shared amongst employees. This is certainly not the situation.  
Information technology does, indeed, play a vital role in an 
organisation’s knowledge sharing processes but IT is simply a tool 
that facilitates knowledge sharing. Implementing an IT tool, or in 
most cases implementing several IT tools, will not lead to 
knowledge sharing. 
 
As evident in a case study analysis of a Danish engineering 
organisation, an overreliance on IT tools is detrimental to effective 
knowledge sharing. The research showed that the organisation’s 
codification approach to knowledge sharing has led to a plethora of 
IT tools, which has resulted in a practice of oversharing of 
information. So much information is documented and shared to the 
extent that the employees are drowning in a sea of information.  
 
As such, not only is knowledge getting lost in the midst of too much 
information, but the employees are also overwhelmed by the 
amount of IT tools that have become archives of information. In 
essence, the overreliance on IT tools has created a paradox, where 
the instrument that is fostering a knowledge sharing practice is also 
its main barrier. 
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There is no arguing that in order to stay competitive 
organisations must practice knowledge sharing, but 
knowledge sharing must not, in any way, be confused 
with information management; there is a bit more to it 
than that. 
 
Firstly, organisations must understand the role of IT as a tool in the 
knowledge sharing process. Knowledge sharing is easier when it is 
aided by IT tools but employees are not predisposed to share 
knowledge because of the availability of IT tools. 
 
Secondly, organisations must understand that not all knowledge 
can be documented or needs to be documented. Documentation 
should factor in relevance, usefulness and applicability. Codified 
knowledge is easy to disseminate but knowledge sharing does not 
end when tacit knowledge has been collected and stored in a 
database. At this stage it is still just information, which only 
becomes knowledge when it has been incorporated in the 
organisational processes to serve a need and to add to the 
employees’ skills and experiences. 
 
Finally, organisations need to approach knowledge sharing from 
more than one perspective. They need to understand the 
influences of elements of their organisational culture in order to 
adopt complementing knowledge sharing approaches that 
recognise the relationship between various types of knowledge, 
and the importance of the role of both human and technology in 
effective knowledge sharing.  
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